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LAW DEPARTMENT 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 12032 /65 / Law / J (2 ) 

Dated, Trivandrum 27th December 1960 . 
The following Act of the Kerala State Legislature is hereby 
published for general information . The Bill as passed by the 
Legislative Assembly received the assent of the Governor on 
the 26th December, 1960. 


By order of the Governor , 

P. SANKARAN ELAYATH , 
Additional Law Secretary. 


ACT 35 OF 1960 
THE KERALA EDUCATION (SECOND AMENDMENT) 

ACT , 1960 


. 


An Act to amend the Kerala Education Act, 1958. 

Preamble -- WHEREAS it is deemed expedient to amend the 
Kerala Education Act, 1958 (6 of 1959) for the purposes here 
inafter appearing ; 

BE it enacted in the Eleventh Year of the Republic of 
India as follows : 

1. Short title, extent and commencement.- ( 1 ) This Act 
may be called the Kerala Education (Second Amendment) Act, 
1960 . 
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( 2 ) It extends to the whole of the State of Kerala . 

( 3 ) It shall come into force at once. 
2. Amendment of section 11. - For section 11 of the Kerala 
Education Act, 1958 (6 of 1959 ) (hereinafter referred to as 
the principal Act ), the following section shall be substituted , 
namely : 

" 11. Appointment of teachers in aided schools. - Subject 
to the rules and conditions laid down by the Government, 
teachers of aided schools shall be appointed by the managers 
of such schools from among persons who possess the qualifi 
cations prescribed under section 10." . 

3. Amendment of section 12. - For section 12 of the princi 
pal Act, the following section shall be substituted , namely : 

" 12. Conditions of service of aided school teachers. 
( 1 ) The conditions of service of teachers in aided schools , in 
cluding conditions relating to pay, pension , provident fund , 
insurance and age of retirement, shall be such as may be 
prescribed by the Government. 

(2 ) No teacher of an aided school shall be dismissed , re 
moved or reduced in rank by the manager without the pre 
vious sanction of the officer authorised by the Government 
in this behalf , or placed under suspension by the manager for 
a continuous period exceeding fifteen days without such previous 
sanction ." . 


4. Amendment of section 13.- In section 13 of the principal 
Act, the words and figures " notwithstanding the fact that they 
are not included in the list of candidates selected by the 
Public Service Commission under section 11" shall be omitted . 

5. Amendment of section 36.- In section 36 , sub -section ( 2 ) , 
of the principal Act, after clause (e) , the following shall be 
inserted as clause ( ee ) , namely : 

“ ( ee ) regulating admissions to schools maintained by 
the Government or receiving aid out of State funds, by making 
special provisions for the advancement of socially and educa 
tionally backward classes of citizens and the Scheduled Castes 
and Scheduled Tribes ;" . 

6. Repeal. — The Kerala Education ( Amendment) Act, 1960 
(8 of 1960) , is hereby repealed . 


PRINTED AND PUBLISHED BY THE S. G. P. AT THE GOVERNMENT PRESS , 

TRIVANDRUM , 1960 . 
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PART I 

Public (Misc.) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 81439 /M3/60 / PD . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 17th December 1960 . 
In exercise of the powers conferred by Clause (1 ) of Article 
299 of the Constitution of India, the Governor of Kerala hereby 
makes the following amendment to the Notification No. 29593 
(M3) /51/ PL), dated 9-1-1959 , published in the Gazette dated 
13-1-1959, namely : 

AMENDMENT 
In the said notification, the existing entry under iten " XI. 
In the case of Departments of the Secretaria ." shall be re 
lettered as clause ( a ) and after clause (a ) as so re- lettered the 
following shall be added as clause (b ) , namely : 
" (b 

By the Joint Secretary, Finance Department: 
Agreements in respect of the advances sanctioned under 
the scheme for the grant of advances to Government servants 
for house construction ." 

By order of the Governor, 

A.G.MENON , 
Chief Secretary. 


To 


The Superintendent, Government Presses, Trivandrum . 
The Heads of Departments and Offices. 
The Accountant General, (with C. L.) 
The Registrar of High Court, (with C. L.) 
The Registrar, University of Kerala, (with C. L.) 
The Secretary , Kerala Public Service Commission (with 

C. L.) 
The Secretary , Kerala State Electricity Board , (with C. L.) 
The Departments of Secretariat. 
All Secretaries, Additional Secretaries, Joint Secretaries 

Deputy Secretaries, Under Secretaries , Assistant 

Secretaries. 
The Private Secretaries to the Chief Minister and other 

Ministers. 
The Personal Clerk to the Chief Secretary . 


G.3929 
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QUELICE 


TRIVANDRO 


GOVERNMENT 
OF RERALI 


Abstract 
PUBLIC SERVICES - THE KERALA JAIL SUBORDINATE 
SERVICE - SPECIAL RULES - AMENDMENTS ISSUED . 


PUBLIC (RULES ) DEPARTMENT 
G. O. (P ) No. 1017. Dated Trivandrum , 19th December 1960. 

NOTIFICATION 
In exercise of the powers conferred by the proviso to 
Article 309 of the Constitution of India , the Governor of Kerala 
hereby makes the following amendments to the special rules for 
the Kerala Jail Subordinate Service, published under Notifica 
tion No. G. O. (MS) No. 1043 dated 11th December, 1959 in the 
Gazette No. 2 dated 12th January, 1960 , namely: 

AMENDMENTS . 
In the said rules 

1. For the words " certified school" wherever they occur, 
the following shall be substituted , namely : 

" Bala Mandir " 
2. In Part II, " Branch I - Executive staff " - 

(i) In rule 1, the existing " Category 2, Superintendent, 
Certified School, Trivandrum " , shall be omitted and categories 
3, 4 , 5 , 6 , 7 and 8 shall be re -numbered as 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7 
respectively . 

(ii). In the table under rule 2 (a) 

(a ) " Category 2 , Superintendent, Certified School, 
Trivandrum " in the first column and the entries against that 
category in the second column shall be omitted . 

(b ) the existing categories 3, 4 , 5, 6 , 7 and 8 shall be 
re-numbered as 2, 3, 4 , 5 , 6 and 7 respectively . 

( c ) for the entries in the 2nd column against category 3 
as so re- numbered, the following shall be substituted , namely : - 

**50 % by direct recruitment, 25 % by promotion from 

Gate Keepers and Chief Warders ; or in the absence 
of qualified candidates in the category of Gate 
Keepers or Chief Warders for such promotion , by 
promotion from among Reserve Head Warders, Head 
Warders and Warders. 25 % by transfer of Lower 

Division Clerks employed in the Department” . 
G. 3917 


( iii) the existing sub -rule ( b ) shall be omitted . 

ivl for the existing sub- rule (a ) of Rule 3, the follow 
ing shall be substituted , namely : 

(a Appointing Authority:-Appointing authorities for 
the posts specified in column ( 1) of the table below shall be the 
authorities specified in the corresponding entry in column (2 ) 
thereof: 

TABLE 
Posts 

Appointing Authority . 
( 1 ) 

(2 ) 
Deputy Jailors in Jails including Jailors 

of Special Sub Jails and Superin 
tendent, Open Prisons. 

( Inspector -General of 
Assistant Jailors I Grade Sub Jail Prisons. 

Superintendents and Supervisors, 

Open Prison . 
Assistant Jailors II Grade 
Gate Keepers and the Chief Warders 
Reserve Head Warders Head Warders Deputy Inspector 
Warders in Jails other than Central General of Prisons. 

Jails 
Supervisor 
Warders in Central Jails - Superintendentof the Jails concerned . 

(v ) In rule 7, for the figures " 3" and " 4 ", the figures 
" 2" and " 3" respectively shall be substituted . 

(vi) In Rule 9 

(a ) item " ( b ) Superintendent, Certified School" and 
the entries against it shall be omitted. 

(b ) item " ( c) ” shall be re-numbered as " ( b )" . 
(vii) In the Annexure 

( a ) item " 2. Superintendent, Certified School, Trivan 
drum " in column ( 1) and the entries against the item in columns 
( 2 ) and (3 ) thereof shall be omitted . 

(b ) items 3, 4 , 5 , 6 , 7 and 8 shall be re -numbered as 2 . 
3, 4, 5 , 6 and 7 respectively . 

By order of the Governor , 

A.G.MENON , 

Chief Secretary.. 
Το 
The Superintendent of Government Pressess for publication 

in the Gazette . 
The Inspector General of Prisons. 
The Accountant General, Trivandrum . 
The Secretary , Kerala Public Service Commission 

(with C. L.) 
The Public (Services B ) and (Services C ) Departments . 
The Home Department. 
The Private Secretaries to the Chief Minister and all 

Ministers. 
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VWERZAN 
OFMALI 
FIE 


Abstract 
PUBLIC SERVICES - TRE KERALA GOVERNMENT PRESSES SERVICE 

SPECIAL RULES - AMENDMENT- ISSUED . 


PUBLIC (RULES ) DEPARTMENT 
G. 0. ( P ) No. 1026 . Dated , Trivandrum , 27th December 1960 . 


NOTIFICATION 
In exercise of the powers conferred by the proviso to 
article 309 of the Constitution of India , the Governor of Kerala 
hereby makes the following amendment to the Special Rules for 
the Kerala Government Presses Service issued in G. O. (MS.) 
No. 954 , Public (Rules ) Department, dated 5-11-1959 and 
published in Part I of the Kerala Gazette No.45 dated 17-11-1959 ; 
namely : 

AMENDMENT 
In the said rules, after sub - rule (a ) of rule 4, the following 
proviso shall be added ; namely : 

" Provided that the age limit shall not apply for appointment 
to the post of Assistant Superintendent of Government Presses 
by direct recruitment from among persons in service in the 
Government Press" . 

By order of the Governor, 

T. KRISHNAN NAIR , 

Additional Secretary 
To 

The Gazette. 
The Education Department. 
The Public (Services - B & C ) Departments . 
The Secretary, Kerala Public Service Commission 

(with C. L.) 
The Superintendent of Government Presses. 
The Private Secretary to the Chief Minister. 


G. 3979 
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OVERNMENT 


OF KERALA 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Abstract. 
RULES- K . S. R.- DEPUTATION OF Officers FOR TRAINING - 
INCREMENTS FALLING DUE DURING THE PERIOD OF 

TRAINING - DRAWAL OF - AMENDMENT ISSUED . 


FINANCE DEPARTMENT 
G. O. (P ) 615/60 Fin . Dated , Trivandrum , 19th December 1960 . 


NOTIFICATION 
In exercise of the powers conferred by the proviso to Art. 
309 of the constitution of India , the Governor of Keral hereby 
makes the following amendment to the Kerala Service Rules , 
published under Notification No. Fin . (CR ) 57702/59 dated 
10-11-1959 namely : 

AMENDMENT 
In the said Rules, in rule 33 Part I, Note 3 shall be deleted . 

This notification shall be deemed to have come into force 
with effect from the 1st day of November, 1959 . 

By order of the Governor , 

M. MOHAMMED IBRAHIM , 

Joint Finance Secretary , 
To 

The Accountant General. 
All Heads of Departments and Offices etc. 
All Sections of the Secretariat. 
Private Secretaries to allMinisters . 
The Secretary . Public Service Commission (with C. L.) 
The Registrar of High Court (with C.L.) 
The Secretary , Kerala State Electricity Board (with C. L ) 
The Superintendent of Government Presses, Trivandrum . 
The Amendment Register, 


G. 3893 
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CUTETULSUENT 


W RENAU 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Abstract. 
ESTABLISHMENT- PUBLIC SERVICES - APPLICABILITY OF 

LEAVE RULES IN THE K. S. R. TO THE 
FULL TIME CONTINGENT EMPLOYEES 

CLARIFICATION REGARDING 


FINANCE DEPARTMENT 
G. O. (P ) 616 /60 / Fin. Dated , Trivandrum , 17th December 1960. 


Reud :-1. G. O. (P ) 528 /60 / Fin , datcd 7-11-1960. 

2. Letler No. TM . 1 / 10-331 /542 dated 26-11-1960 from 
the Accountant General, Kerala . 

ORDER 
Governmentwish to clarify that the G. O. read as 1st paper 
are applicable also to the persons who were hitherto governed 
by the leave rules in T. S. R. 

By order of the Governor, 
T. P. BALAKRISHNAN UNNI, 

Assistant Secretary . 


To 


All Heads of Departments and Offices . 
All Departments of the Secretariat. 
The Secretary , Public Service Commission (with C. L.) 
The Registrar of University of Kerala (with C. L.) 
The Registrar of High Court, Ernakulam ( with C. L.) 
The Secretary to the Governor. 
The Comptroller, Governor s Household . 
The Accountant General, Trivandrum , 
All Secretaries, Joint Secretaries, Deputy Secretaries 

and Assistant Secretaries , 
The Private Secretaries to the Chief Minister and other 

Ministers, 


G. 3892. 
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CEWERNMENT 
OF KERALA 


Abstract 
RULES - KERALA SERVICE RULES - RETIRED OFFICERS 
SUMMONED BY COURT TO GIVE EVIDENCE OF CASES 
T. A. GRANTING OF - AMENDMENT ORDERS ISSUED 


FINANCE DEPARTMENT. 
G. O. (P ) No. 620 / 60 /Fin . Dated , Trivandrum , 21st December 1960 . 


NOTIFICATION 
In exercise of the powers conferred by the proviso to Article 
309 of the Constitution of India, the Governor of Kerala hereby 
makes the following amendment to the Kerala Service Rules 
published under Notification No. Fin . (CR ) 57702/59 dated 
10-11-1959 namely : 

AMENDMENT 
In the said Rules , after Rule 86 (b ) Part II, the following 
shall be added as clause (c ) namely : 

" C - A person formerly in the service of the Government 
summoned to give evidence under the circumstances mentioned 
in clause (a ) above shall be entitled to receive Travelling 
Allowance (as for journeys on tour ) at the rate admissible to 
the person , when last in the service of the Government or if he 
is at the time employed under a fund administered by the 
Government, at the rates admissible for the appointment under 
the fund. They will be paid batta and travelling allowance by 
the Court which summoned them as witnesses from the allot 
ment under Witness batta according to the Rule of the Court, 
but if they are entitled under this clause to more than what is 
allowed by the Court, the difference will be paid by the depart 
ment in which the Officer was last serving. Bills for such claim 
should be supported by certificate similar to that referred to in 
clause a (i) above and showing the amount of the allowances 
paid by the Court" . 

The amendment shall be deemed to have come into force 
with effect from 1-11-1959. 

By order of the Governor, 
M.MOHAMMED IBRAHIM , 

Joint Finance Secretary . 
G. 3034 
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То 

The Accountant General. 
All Heads of Departments and Offices. 
The Registrar of High Court (with C. L ) 
The Registrar, University of Kerala (with C. L ) 
The Secretary , Kerala Public Service Com in ission 

(with C. L ) 
The Secretary to the Governor . 
The Private Secretary to the Chief Minister and other 

Ministers. 
The Secretaries, Joint Secretaries, Additional Secretaries, 

Deputy Secretaries and Assistant Secretaries. 
All Departments of the Secretariat. 
The Personal Clerk to the Chief Secretary. 
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COVERNET 
CFKERALA 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Abstract 
RULES --KERALA SERVICE RULES - AMENDMENT TO RULES 28 and 

37 PART I, KERALA SERVICE RULES 


FINANCE DEPARTMENT 
G.O. (P ) 595 /60 / Fin . Dated , Trivandrum , 9th December 1960. 


NOTIFICATION 
in exercise of the powers conferred by the proviso to Art. 
309 of the Constitution of India , the Governor of Kerala hereby 
makes the following amendments to the Kerala Service Rules, 
published under Notification No. Fin . CR . 57702/59 dated 
10-11-1959, namely : 

AMENDMENTS 
In the said Rules, in Part I , - 
1. In Rule 28 , the following shall be added as a Note , 
namely : 
" Nota : - The provisions in the above rule apply in cases of 

substantive appointments to higher time scales of 
pay only . In other cases the officer s pay in the new 
appointment shall be fixed at his pay in the previous 
appointment, if it is a stage in the new scale 
or at the next lower stage , if it is not a stage in the new 
scale, the difference being treated as personal pay, 
such personal pay being absorbed in future increases 

This will not however , apply to cases of 
reversions"). 
2. In Rule 37, the following shall be added as a Note , 
namely : 
" Note : -In cases of officiating appointments other than those 

contemplated in the above rule the officer s officiat 

ing pay in the new appointment, shall be fixed at his 
G. 3783 


of pay . 


officiating pay in the previous appointment, if it is a 
stage in the new scale or at the next lower stage, if 
it is not a s age in the new scale, the difference being 
treated as personal pay to be absorbed in future in 
creases of pay. This will not however , apply to cases 
of reversions" . 

By order of the Governor, 

M. MOHAMED IBRAHIM , 
Joint Finance Secretary . 


TO 


The Accountant General, Kerala . 
All Heads of Departments and Offices . 
All Sections of the Secretariat . 
Registrar of High Court (wi h C. L.) 
Secretary , Public Service Commission (with C. L.) 
The Secretary to the Governor . 
The Private Secretary to the Chief Minister and other 

Ministers. 
The Secretaries , Joint Secretaries, Additionai Secretaries, 

Deputy Secretaries, Under Secretaries and Assistant 

Secretaries. 
The Personal Clerk to the Chief Secretary. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Abstract 
AMENDMENT TO TRAVANCORE FINANCIAL AND ACCOUNT 
CODE - PROVIDENT FUND - STATE PROVIDENT FUND 
APPLICATION FOR ADMISSION - CERTIFICATE 
FURNISHING OF BY THE APPOINTING AUTHORITY 

POWERS DELEGATED - ORDERS ISSUED . 


FINANCE DEPARTMENT 
G. O. (MS) 625 /60 /Fin . Dated, Trivandrum , 22nd December 1960 . 


Read : -1. G. O. (MS) 303 /60/ Fin . dated 11-6-1960. 

2. Letter No. PF . 1 -G1/ 1-1 / 96 dated 21-9-1960 from 
the Accountant General. 

AMENDMENT 
C. S. No. 8/60 Dated 22-11-1960, Page 429. 
Travancore Financial and Account Code (Vol. II 

Appendix 37, Art. 1 - Note 2.) 
Add the following to the existing note : 

The certificate will be furnished by the authority com 
petent to appoint the applicant." 

By order of the Governor , 
M.MOHAMMED IBRAHIM , 

Joint Finance Secretary . 
Το 

The Accountant General. 
The Finance (RC) Section . 
The Superintendent of Government Presses , Trivandrum . 


G. 3935 . 
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Health and Labour Department (Labour A ) 
No.88637/L5 /60-1 / HLD . Dated , Trivandrum , 16th December 1960 . 

Before 
SHRI V. U. JOSEPH , B. A. , & B. L. 

Industrial Tribunal, Kozhikode 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NOS. 12 , 25 AND 72 OF 1958 . 

Between 

THE MANAGER , 
THE COMMONWEALTH TRUST LTD., KOZHIKODE . 

And 
1. THE SECRETARY, 
Tile Workers Union , Olavakkot . 

2. THE SECRETARY, 
Tile Workers Union , Feroke, Cheruvannur. 

3. THE SECRETARY, 
Puthiyara Commonwealth Tile Workers Union , 

Puthiyara, Kozhikode. 

ERRATUM NOTIFICATION 
In page 23 of the award in the above dispute published in 
Part I of the Kerala Gazette No. 31 dated 2nd August 1960 , the 
following corrections are made: - 

( a ) Item 3 in class C is deleted . 
(b ) Add the following as item No. 6 in class D : 
6. Trimmers. 

1-25 . 

( Sd .) 
Industrial Tribunal, 

Kozhikode . 
By order of the Governor 

V.V. JOSEPH , 
Secretary . 


G3881 
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Health and Labour Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 85196 |L5 60-1 H & LD . Dated , Trivandrum 5th December 1960 . 

The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Kozhikode in respect of the 
dispute between the Management of Brown s Cinnamon Estate, Anjara 
kandy, Mamba P. O., Cannanore and their workmen represented by the 
Secretary , Karappa Thottam Thozhilall Union , Mamba P. O., Cannanore 
received by Government on 2-12-1960 is hereby published under Section 
17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947 ) . 

By order of the Governor, 

V. V. JOSEPH , 

Secretary . 
Before the Court of Industrial. Tribunal, Kozhikode 

. 
(Monday the 28th day of November, Nineteen hundred and sixty) 

Present: 
SHRI V. U. JOSEPH , B.A , B L., 

Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 73 OF 1959 

Between 

THE MANAGER , 
BROWN S CINNAMON ESTATE , ANJARAKANDY, P. O. MAMBA , 

CANNANORE 

And 

THE SECRETARY, 
KARAPPA THOTTAM THOZHILALI UNION , MAMEA P.O. CANNANORE. 
Representatives : 
Shri K. Bhaskaran , B.A , B.L., Advocate, Tellicherry - For Manage 

ment. 
Shri M. P. Govindan Nambiar, B. A., B. L., Advocate, Tellicherry - For 

Union . 


AWARD 
By order No. 26445|L5|59-1 of the Labour and Local Administration 
Department of the Government of Kerala dated 6-5-1959, the Industrial 
Dispute existing between the management of the Brown Cinnamon 
Estate, Anjarakandy, Mamba P.O., Cannanore District and their work 
men represented by the Secretary , Karappa Thottam Thozhilali Union, 
was referred to this court for adjudication . The demand of the workmen 
relate to ( 1 ) Discharge of Shri Puthukudy Narayanan and ( 11 ) Thum 
bathu Kunhaman , workers. 

2. Worlding hours . 
3 (1 ) Enhancement of wages of workers in the estate and in the 

factory. 
G. 2692 
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( ii) Enhancement of wages of watchman . 
4. Stoppage of noon- day meals, 
5. Leave facilities . 
6. Maternity benefits . 
7. Bonus for 1956-57 and 1957-58. 
8. Confirmation of workers. 

9. Drinking Water facilities. 
2. I.D. Nos. 1, 14 and 37 of 1960 on the files of this court arises from 
complaints filed by the workmen in the estate and are members of the 
Karappa Thottam Thozhilali Union which is party to the main dispute , 
i.e. I. D. 73159. The above dispute and the complaints were jointly 
tried . 

Evidence was recorded in the main dispute - I. D. 73 of 1959 . 
Separate awards are passed in all the disputes today and submitted to 
the Government for publication in the Gazette . 

3. The management examined MW1 and marked Exts . Mi to M9. 
The union examined WWs 1 to 6 and marked Ext. W1. 

4. The parties filed their pleadings elaborating their respective cases 
regarding each issue. Portions of the relevant pleadings of parties 
touching each issue are discussed in the body of the award . 

5. Issue No. 1. Discharge of ( 1) Sri Puthukudy Narayanan and (2 ) 
Thumbathu Kunhaman , Workers : 

According to the union , Sri Puthukudy Narayanan has more than 
one years service under the management. He was a day watchman 
getting Re. 1 daily. He was dismissed on 26-1-58 without any justifiable 
cause. He was not given any charge-sheet nor was any enquiry con 
ducted before his dismissal. He was dismissed for starting a union in 
the estate . The management in their reply statement contends that 
Sri Narayanan was only a casual worker appointed on an experimental 
measure. He was doing the duties of a day-time watchman. He is 
partially blind and physically unfit. He was found unfit for work . He was 
told on 10-6-58 that his services were not required after 20-6-1958 and 
he was discharged on 17-6-1958. He joined the service under the manage 
ment only on 11-11-57. The union allegation that Sri Narayanan started 
a union is denied by the management. The allegation that his services 
were terminated as a measure of victimisation on account trade union 
activities is false and denied by the management. The worker Sri 
Puthukudy Narayanan was examined as ww2. He has given evidence 
supporting the allegations in the union statement. As to the date of 
the commencement of service in the estate he was not able to give 
any definite date . So , the management allegation that he was appointed 
on 11-11-1957 must be correct. It is the common case of both parties 
that he was discharged on 17-6-1958 ; so, he was in the estate for about 
7 months. The worker was partially blind and had no physical strength 
to do the duties of a day - time watchman . The day-watchman has to 
catch the stray cattle that come to the estate. It is for this purpose the 
day watchmen are appointed. According to the Manager of the estate 
due to his partial blindness and poor physic he was unable to do the 
daties of a day-watchman . He was found absent from the workspot on 
17-6-1958 when the manager of the estate, MW1, came to the estate with 
the local Labour Officer . Thus coupled with the physical disabilities he 
was also found negligent in his duties. According to ME1, if Sri Puthu 
kudy Narayanan is taken back he will not be able to do the duties of 


24 
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a day -watchman . He was sent away on 17-6-1958 , in the presence of the 
Labour Officer on finding him absent from the workspot. WW2 admitted 
that he has eyesight only for one eye. This defect must naturally tell 
upon his physical strength ; coupled with this , MW1 found him absent 
from the workspot. MW1, sent him without the service of any charge 
sheet and enquiry. On the materials now available before me; I find 
that there is sufficient justification in discharging Sri Puthukudy 
Narayanan particularly in view of his physical disability and the very 
short duration of service under the management. I uphold his dis 
charge and find that he is not entitled to any relief. With regard to 
Thumbath Kunhaman it is contended that he has 42 years of service 
under the management. He was a thottam coolie getting Re. 1-4-0 
daily . Without any justifiable cause he was dismissed on 22-12-1958 
by the management. Before dismissal he was not given any charge sheet 
nor was there any enquiry into the misconduct which ended in his 
dismissal. In the reply statement of the management, it is contended 
that Shri Kunhaman is only a casual worker . According to the manage 
ment this worker was not dismissed at all. He is absent without leave 
frum 24-12-1958 . The management in its letter dated 24th June, 1959 
addressed to Sri Kunhaman asked his explanation for absence and 
wanted him to join the estate. He did not join the estate nor did he 
offer any expianation for absence. He did not want the services under 
the state. He voluntarily stayed away from the estate from 1949 to 
1955 along with other workers. The present performance of his , is perhaps 
the repetition of what he did in the past and the management cannot 
help it . He is not entitled to any relief. In the rejoinder , the union has 
controverted the allegations regarding Sri Thumbathu Kunhaman . Eut 
the union does not say anything about his absence from 1949 to 1955 
and from 24-12-1958 . WW5 is Sri Thumbath Kunhaman . He gives 
evidence supporting the union contentions regarding his termination of 
service . Shri Kunhaman is 64 years of age. He admits that he is 
unable to do the duties of a watchman." " 243,00 moeg om 
പണി ചെ യ്യുവാൻ പ്രായാധിക്യം കൊണ്ടും സാധിക്കുന്നില്ല . 
He admits that he is 64 years old . He admits further that he did not 
attend the estate work due to some illness ; but does not remember how 
long he was absent. He admits that " Moojeno on ? 
പ്ര ത്തി എടുക്കാൻ 

09701 o mo J9 200cm One 
22 JODO . " 

He admits having received a letter from the manager asking the 
reason for his absence , and he admits that he did not send any reply 
to that. MW1, the manager deposes that Shri Kunhaman was not dis 
missed by him . He went away at his own accord and he did not come 
back to the estate for work . The worker went away along with others 
in 1949 and came back only in 1955. MW1 states that the worker was 
absent from 24-12-1958 . He has on several occasions left the estate like 
that. He is too old and effeminate to do any physical work . It is ad . 
mitted by Ww5, that he is 64 years of age and unable to attend the 
duties of a night watchman . He was absent from 24-12-1958 . To the 
notice of the manager asking his explanation for absence there was no 
reply from the worker. I find that MW1, the manager has not dis 

abandoned the service under the 
missed him . Shri Kunhaman has 


management. He is over 64 years of age and admits that he is unable 
to do the duties of night watchman . He is not entitled to any relief. 

6. Issue No. 2. Working hours. According to the union at present 
their working hours is from 6-30 a.m. to 1 p.m. and from 3 p.m. to 6 
p.m .. Thus, they are working regularly for 9 112 hours a day and 
occasionally even 11 12 hours without getting any overtime allowance. 
They therefore pray to have the working hours fixed from 7-30 a.m. to 
1 p.m. and from 3-00 p.m. to 5-30 p.m., thus making 8 hours work a day, 
They also pray to fix the working hours of the night duty watchman as 
6 hours. In the reply statement of the management it is contended that 
the labourers work only for 614 hours normally between 6.30 a.m. and 
1 p.m. This was the practice in the estate ever since the starting of 
the estate 162 years ago. The management contends that there is no 
need or justification to change it. As for the watchman he has to keep 
watch from 3 p.m. to 6 p.m. This does not deserve any physical ex 
ertion. The management contends that the night watchman was doing 
his duty from 3 p.m. to 6 p.m. ever since the starting of the estate 
hundred and sixty two years ago. Here the workmen allege that they 
are made to work normally 9 12 hours and occasionally even 11 12 
hours . The management contends that they are working only 6112 
hours and he is satisfied with it. But 6-30 a.m. may be too early for 
the workers to commence work . So, duty hours of the labourers is 
fixed between 7 a.m. to 1-30 p.m. The management is satisfied with 
6112 hours of work per day . The management will not compell any 
worker to do work either earlier to 7 a.m. or after 1.30 p.m. on any work 
ing day. The duty hours of the night duty watchman is from 3 p.m.to 6 p.m. 
This has been the practice for a pretty long time. The union has not 
adduced any evidence to warrant any change in the duty hours of the 
night watchiman . During season time when the bark of Cinnamon tree 
is gathered, the labourers work on piece- rates. The season lasts ap 
proximately for four months in an year. During season time for four 
months the workers are allowed to work in the afternoon also. There is 
no time restriction during season time. This is advantageous to the 
labour and the prevalent practice in the estate is also like that. 

7. Issue No. 3 ( i) Enhancement of the wages of workers in the estate 
and in the factory and (il) Enhancement of wages of watchman . The 
important issue arising for consideration is the issue regarding the 
enhancement of wages. Cinnamon Estate is the oldest estate in Kerala , 
if not in the whole of India . It was started by the predecessors of the 
present proprictress 162 years ago. Cinnamon is a spice celebrated in 
the old testament " Book of Kings." This spice was imported from 
Ceylon. The original home of Cinnamon is supposed to be Ethiopia. 
The predecessors of the present owners got it imported from Ceylon . 
This is the only estate in India cultivating this spice. Two products 
are obtained from the Cinnamon tree; one is the bark and the other is 
the oil from its leaves. Oll is extracted from the leaves. Both products 
are exported to England. In England oil is used as a very costly per 
fumcry. The bark gives flavour and taste to food materials and is used 
for the preparation of rich aristocratic diets . The bark of the tree is 
used in India for the preparation of curries and biriyani to give taste. 
It must be admitted that things are not going on well in the estate. 
From 23-2-1949 to November, 1955 1.e. for about 7 years the estate 
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remained closed . The manager says that this was due to the staying 
away of workers. Workers say that the management closed the estate . 
and went away to Bombay. Anyhow the estate was reopened only in 
November 1955 and work was commenced in 1955 November. Then the 
men workers were paid Re. 1 and women workers were paid As. 8 per 
day , which was subsequently raised to Rs. 1-4-0 and 10 As. respectively 
for men and women workers, from December, 1958. The learned counsel 
for the union contends that the wage rates are miserably low and falls 
far below the need- based minimum level. He contends that to give the 
minimum wages , the capacity of the industry is irrelevant. According 
to him the capacity of the industry is irrelevant in granting minimum 
wages to the workers. This argument of the learned counsel has to be 
examined in the light of the evidence available in this case. The work 
ing hours is only 642 for one day . The estate is indebted very heavily 
and the extent of the indebtedness comes at present to Rs. 20,000 and odd . 
Exts. Mi to M3 are the Balance-sheets of the estate for the years , 1956, 
1957 and 1958. In these balance-sheets all the receipts and expenditure 
are shown. After meeting the current day-to-day expenses there is 
absolutely no balance left. Every year Rs. 2 to 3,000 is paid to the loan 
account. The manager Mr. O Halloran is a Christian Missionary who 
gets charity fund which he is utilising to give noon -day meals to the 
workers. All the workers get noon -day meal for ten to fifteen days in 
a month approximately . In some months it is more ; in some months it 
is less. He gives noon -day meals as far as his charity amount permits. 
15 workers are occupying rent- free estate lines. In the afternoon all 
the workers are free to do other extra work and earn extra income. 
In fact there is evidence in the case to show that during agricultural and 
harvest season, at Anjarakandy many of the workers attend extra work 
and get extra income. During season time in the months of June , July 
and August the labourers work on piece -rate and get approximately 
Rs. 1-12-0 and even Rs. 2 per day. This is seen from the wages register. 
Ext. M6. In Anjarakandy, in the subrubs of this estate the rate of 
wages is below the rate prevalent in the estate . The manager is trying 
his best to pay off the loan. The productive capacity of the estate is 
also improving . The estate is turning the corner. The workers have 
the piece -rate income in three months ranging from Rs. 1-12-0 to 
Rs. 2-0-0 daiiy . They have the noon -day meal. Nearly half the workers 
get rent-free residence. Even they are free to do extra work in the 
after -noon . All these are additional benefits going into the workers 
basket to supplement their wages. The minimum wages fixed by 
Government for agricultural labour by its notification dated 17-12-1957 
is Rs. 1-50 and Re. 1 for men and female workers respectively . The 
amenities enjoyed by the workers when taken into consideration the 
wage rates prevailing in thestate cannot be considered as below the 
minimum wages. The estate is turning its corner. It is advisable that 
the workers be patient until conditions improve in the estate. They are 
free to take up the question of wages as soon as the financial condition 
of the estate improves. . The demands of the workers should not be 
pressed to such an extend as to bring about the extinction of this estate. 
In the peculiar circumstances, taking all aspects into consideration I 
find that the workers in the estate and factory and the watchman are 
not entitled to any enhancement of wages at present. 
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8. Issue No. 4 - Stoppage of noon -day meal. The manager of the 
estate is a European Christian Missionary. He gets charity from his 
friends abroad and in India. He makes use of this charity amount for 
giving noon-day meal to the workers. Whenever charity amounts are 
available he has been giving noon- day meal. He is doing it now also. 
He promises that he would do it as long as funds are available with him . 
This noon - day meal, anyhow , is not one of the service conditions of the 
workers. It is a charity to the workers and the workers should take 
it in that spirit and not to insist it as a part of the service conditions. 
The manager will make available the noon -day meal according to the 
charity funds are available to him and to as many days as possible. 

9. Issue No. 5 - Leave facilities. The union demand is to grant one 
day s leave with wages for every twenty working days with effect from 
1-1-1959. According to the management the workers are not entitled 
to any leave facilities as they are only casuals and piece-meal workers. 
It is not correct to day that casuals are not entitled to any leave facilities 
even if the workers are casuals. It is only fair and just that the workers 
are given the leave facilities asked for by them . This will not seriously 
add to the existing financial burden of the estate. These facilities are 
enjoyed by workers in almost all the establishments and plantations. The 
workers unäer the management are not getting any festival holidays or 
other casual or privilege leave holidays. Every worker shall be allowed 
leave with wages at the rate of one day for every twenty days of work 
performed by him or her. For the holiday the rate of wage will be 
the same as he or she is obtaining for the month. During season time 
the wage rate will be equal to the daily average of his full-time wages 
exclusive of any overtime earnings. 

10. Issue No. 6 — Maternity Benefit. The demand of the union is to 
make available to the women workers the benefits of the maternity Act . 
The management opposes this demand stating that in the estate no 
women workers are entitled to the same. The union Secretary deposed 
in his evidence that one woman was denied this benefit by the manage 
ment in the past. The manager stated in his evidence that no such case 
was brought to his notice . There are only 13 women workers in the 
estate of whom small number alone will require this benefit and that 
too only rarely. Towards maternity benefit the management will have 
to pay only small amount and that too very rarely. This will not 
affect the financial position of the management. This benefit is a social 
legislation intended to be given to all women workers and as far as 
possible must be given to all the women workers. All the women 
workers will be given the benefits under the Kerala Maternity Benefit 
Act - Act 19 of 1957 — and the rules made thereunder . 

11. Issue No. 7 - Bonus for 1956-57 and 1957-58. These are loss years. 
M1 and M2 are the profit and loss account of the estate for the years 
1956-57 and 1957-58. There is absolutely no balance left after meeting 
the current expenditure of the estate. Therefore no bonus is payable . 
The learned counsel for the union also did not press this issue. 

12. Issue No. 8 - Confirmation of workers. The management contends 
that all the workers in his estate are casuals. They come for work 
whenever they like and work is glven to them if the same is available in 
the estate. The union secretary on the other hand contends that all the 
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workers are permanent and they must be confirmed. Some of the workers 
in the estate are aged 60; 65; 70 and even beyond that. At present 
there are 18 men workers and 15 women workers. The cry of the manage 
ment is that he does not want all these labour force for working the 
estate . According to the Manager some of the workers are too old to 
do any plysical work . It is the right of the management to decide the 
working force in an estate . Unless that is decided, it is not correct 
to confirm all the labourers now working in the estate . The union can 
take up this matter in another industrial dispute and then fix the total 
number of workers required in the estate and give confirmation accord 
ing to geniority of service excluding the overaged and unfit workers . In 
this proceedings this cannot be done because the issues remitted for 
adjudication do not take in that matter. 

13. Issue No. 9 - Drinking water facilities. According to the union 
there is scarcity for drinking water for workers living in the estate 
lines. These lines are situated in the estate itself on a sinall hill. There 
is a well near the lines and the workers are taking water from this well 
The management contend that it is difficult and expensive to dig a well 
in a hilly tract. The well from which water is drawn by the labourers 
is situated within 15 to 100 feet of their lines. From some lines the dis 
tance is only 15 feet; from some other lines 50 and froin some other lines 
100 feet. Anyhow the maximum distance is 100 feet. These distance of 
100 feet cannot be said to be too long. The management will continue 
to give the existing facilities in the matter of the drinking water. 

14. Sris Puthukudy Narayanan and Thumbathu Kunhaman are not 
entitled to any relief. Working hours is fixed from 7 a.m. to 1.30 p.m. 
During season time when the workers work on piece-rate, this time res 
triction will not be applicable. Under issue No. 3 no enhancement of 
wages is given at present. The noon -day meal will continue as in the 
past. The management will grant to all the workers one day s wages 
for every 20 days of work done from the date of this award becoming 
enforceable . The women workers will be given all the benefits pro 
vided in the Kerala Maternity benefits Act and the rules made thereunder . 
No relief is given under issues 7 and 8. The drinking water facllitles 
now availabie will be continued . 

I pass the award on terms and conditions stated above and this will 
become enforceable after 30 days of its publication in the Government 
Gazette . 

V. U. JOSEPH , 
Calicut, 

Industrial Tribunal. 
28-11-1960. 


8 


APPENDIX 
Eats. marked on the side of the management. 
M1 Annual statement of income and expenditure for the year 1956 . 
M2 Do. do . 

1957. 
M3 Do. do. 

1958 . 
M4 Wages register for the period from 27-1-45 to 16-5-1947. 
M5 Do. 

do . from 2-4-1949 to 26-8-1955 . 
M6 Do. for the years 1955 to 1957 . 
M7 Do. for the years 1958 to 1959 . 
MS. Voucher dated 2-1-59 from Madhavi. 
M9 Letter dated 26-3-1960 from the management to Ayyappan 

Kunhappu. 


the 


Exts . marked on the side of union . 
wi Letter dated 24-3-1960 from Ayyappan Kunhappu to 
management. 

Titness examined on the side of the management. 
MW1 O Halloran. 

Witnesses examined on the side of the union . 
WW1 M. M. Govindan . 
WW2 Puthukudy Narayanan . 
WW3 Madhavi. 
WW4 Kunhappu . 
WW5 Thumbath Kunhaman . 
WWG Narayani. 


Kerala Gazette No. 51 dated 27th December 1960 . 
PART 1 

Health and Labour Department (Labour ) 

NOTIFICATION 
No. LA - 8473760-1/HLD . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 5th December 1960. 
The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Ernakulam in respect of 
the dispute between the Proprietor, Master Motors, Piravam and the 
workmen of the concern represented by the Muvattupuzha Taluk Motor 
Workers Union , Muvattupuzha received by Government on 1-12-1960 
is hereby published under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947 ) . 

By order of the Governor, 

V. V. Joseph, 

Secretary. 
SE : Before 
in SRI K. N. KUNJUKRISHNA PILLAI, B.A., B.L., 

. 
to Indus 

Industrial Tribunal, Ernakulam . 
SA INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 51 OF 1958 . 

Betreen 

THE PROPRIETOR , 
20 ar MASTER MOTORS, PIRAVAM 

And 
et ut THE WORKMEN OF 

2.1 
THE ABOVE MOTOR SERVICE REPRESENTED BY THE MUVATTUPUZHA 

TALUK MOTOR WORKERS UNION , MUVATTUPUZHA . 
Representations: 
1. Sri K. V : Kuriakose, Advocate, Ernakulam For the Management. 

.2. Sri M. M. Cheriyan, Advocate, Ernakulam 

For the Union. 

AWARD 
This industrial dispute between the above parties was referred 
by Government in their Order No. 22937|LA|58 dated 17-7-58 to the 
Industrial Tribunal, Ernakulam where it was registered as Industrial 
Dispute No. 51 of 1958. The Union filed its statement on 24-10-58 and 
the Proprietor filed his reply on 13-12-58 . The Union examined ten 
witnesses and filed Exts. A - A (63 ) and the Proprietor examined tight 
witnesses and filed Exts. I-CXLIII. The issues referred for adjudica 
tion are : 
20:14 . Dismissal of the following 12 workers : 


Drivers 


1. Shri K. M. Thomman , 
2. , K. Narayanan , 
3 . S. A. Neelakantan , 

6. 3719 


Sh 


Drivers 
4. Shri. E. V. Yohannan , 
5 . V. John , 

Conductore " o 9 Doc s 6.0 % de care 
6. Shri P. V. Poulose , 
7 . M. C. Raman 
8 . 

P. C. Värkey, srodne 92 meta Sen !! 

Workshop employees ZOITAIRCITOZ 
9. Shri M. K. Govindan , 

CAN -080W -N.07 
10.c ! hodaciGopalancin weto 
Checicing Inspector 

smudi Subal990 516w : OM 
hri K. U. Jacob , 

2092ME Toda Koing N * C೧Wರೆಗೆ ೧೦೩: 
Checker 

ottavum 21 Saisos y condo nonomohon 
12, K. K. Thomas 

xc gvinog : Dís Sv U OW 
Non -employment of the following workers is de test voor zi 
1 Shri K. K. Thomas, Checker, (PNCE VEX SA S2000 ). 

2. Shri V. John , Driver . 
10:32 Grant of interim felief" . 

2. The circumstances under which this dispute was referred for 
adjudication can be briefly stated as follows: The Management of the 
Master Motors Service was operating on road transport with about 
15 buses to start with and it was...functioning for a long time. Sri 
N. K. Kuriakose is the Proprietor of the Master Motors. Towards the 
end of 1956 or beginning of 1957. Moovattupuzha Taluk Motor Workers 
Union (which willChe mentioned asu Union Thereinafter) was registered 
and some of the workmen employed under the Management became 
members of this Union . This, Union submitted a Memorandum of 
Demands to the Management on 5-7-57 and after negotiation between 
the parties a settlement was entered- into - by - the representatives of the 
parties. A copy 

of the settlement is marked as Ext. E dated 
the terms of the settlement the towanagement did not implement 
Management but the Management wouia contend that they have imple 
mented the terms of these 

settlement by a clfcular drúer dated 10-12-1957 . 
Negotiations between the parties did not bring about industrial peace 
and the Union started Satyagraha before, the Office of the Management 
on 17-3-1958. After Ext. E settlement one 
namo K. Ujacob was dismissed from service on 29-1-1958 on allega 

one Checking Inspector by 
tions of misconduct and hence this also persuaded the Union to start 
the Satyagraha from 17 :3-1958... Following the starting of athe. Satya 
graha Sri K.U. Jacobustarted hunger strike forda few days, and this 
direct action ultimately, resulted into a strike con 5-4-58% Aecordingsto 
the Management, the members of the Union forcibly forevented the 
running of the buses causing damage to the buses ont: 5th and the 6th . 
But , the Union would emphatically deny thisz. allegation . But it was 
an, admitted fact that the buses: could not run , on two days . On 6-4-58 
the District Collector, Ernakulam intervened and peace was restored. 
Subsequently the Management took disciplinary action against 
who were alleged to have committed misconduct during the course of 
the direct action and dismissed them from service. These Wor 

workers were 
dismissed on 20-5-58 and again disquiet started in the attempts on the 
part of the authorities to bring about peace falled and it is referred 
for adjudication . 

no...? 
3. There are three issues preferred for adjudication. Issue No. 3 
"Grant of interim relief does not arise for consideration. The subjoct 


matter of issuc No. 1 and 2 are 12 workers who were cither disinisscd 
or discharged or service terminated. The isuuc is not properly worded 
and there is repetition of names in both the issues. Anyhow the issuo 
refers to dismissal or non -employment of the 12 workers and I will 
consider them together. 

4. Before entering into the merits of the issue it has to be pointed 
out that both sides produced records rather indiscriminately and they 
were marked either during the course of the examination of the witnesses 
or on admission of the parties. Even in the marking of the exhibits 
there is overlapping and most of the same documents are produced both 
by the Management and the Union . Even though the intention of the 
representatives of the parties was to place the whole facts before me 
by the production of too many papers my work is not lessered, but a 
bit complicated . Even though the arguments were heard continuously 
for two days, on behalf of the Management their Advocate filed hearing 
notes on 11-5-60 and on behalf of the Union their Advocate filed a 
reply hearing notes only on 26-9-60. Hence there is some delay in 
the disposal of this case. 

5 ...On carefully going through the evidence and hearing the elaborate 
arguments of the Advocates I am justified in saying that 1 simple 
Industrial dispute namely the implementation of the terms of the 
settlement Ext. E has assumed disproportionate huge dimensions by the 
attitude of the parties influenced by political considerations and from 
the printed pamphlets filed in this case it can be easily seen that it 
was a regular fight between the Communist Party on one side and 
other parties in the locality on the other side. It is really a matter of 
great regret for those who considered the welfare of the State as a 
sacred duty that a simple dispute should result in such tersion between 
the parties giving complete unrest and industrial disquiet and at certain 
period even breach of law and order due to the ill-advice and political 
considerations, which..ought not have marred the otherwise happy 
relationship of the parties. It passes my comprehension how the 
difference of opinion between the parties that was existing from March 
to July 1958 was not handled by, the authorities with the result that 
both parties became completely exhausted and frustrated in the end. 
It is not my intention to find fault with anybody, but the situation 
ought to have een handled properly and effectively . I will discuss the 

issue :No. 1 and 2 together . 
16. Issue No. 

1 and 2 : 
The 12 workmen who are out of employment can be classified into 
four groups and I will deal with each group one by one. 

( 1) , Messrs. P. V. Poulose, V. John and K. K. Thomas:-- 
24. On their behalf " it is contended by the Union that these three 

persons were denied employnient by the Management arbitrarily by non 
implementation of Ext. E settlement. That is to say the Management 
was bound to continue these three workmen in service as provided in 
Ext: E. This was denied by the Management on the ground that they 
were not the workmen of the Management on the date of Ext. E and 
work was denied to them due to the fault of these three persons. I will 
deal with them one by one. 


is 


7. Sri P. V. Poulose : 

Sri P. V. Poulose was a Checker employed in the Master Motors 
Service. Clause 5 (3 ) of Ext. E settlement says: 
കണ്ടക°ാർമാരിൽ നിലവിലുള്ള സ്ഥിരം കണ്ടക° റർമാർ ഉൾപ്പടെ8 പര 
muoloog 500 mg . l. 01. Ondejmiem സംബന്ധിച്ചിടത്തോളം 
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It is contended by the Union that according to the above provision this 
Conductor ought to have been made permanent from 1-1-58. In spite of 
that he was discharged from service. The Management would contend 
that this Conductor was not in the employment of the Management on 
the date of Ext. E or prior to that, but he was given some temporary 
work prior to 1954, but due to the request of the Union the Management 
agreed to confirm him from 1-1-58 and for that purpose he was asked 
to submit an application for appointment in time and he did not do so . 
Hence work was not given to him . But the Union would contend that 
there was no necessity for any application for appointment, even then 
as per the instruction of the Management an application was given on 
19-8-1957, but the Management insisted on a particular form or appli 
cation on 1-1-58 and it was also given to the Management by the worker, 
but on 3-1-1958 the Conductor was informed that he could not be appoint 
ed as he did not file the application in time. The allegation of the 
Management is that P. V. Poulose was not in the employment of the 
Management either during the time of the Ext. Lor in 1956 or 1957 
and they would assert that this man was not in their employment long 
before Ext. E. A finding on the question whether P. V. Poulose was in 
the employment of the Manageinent or not during the time of the 
Ext. E is not necessary to uecide the question whether the Management 
has implemented the agreement regarding Poulose. The Clause 5 ( 3 ) 
of the agreement is very clear. Even though the Management would 
allege that it was due to the persuasion of the Union that the Manage 
ment agreed to incorporate the clause in the agreement, so long as 
there is no evidence or allegation that it was due to coersion or undue 
-influence , I can read the agreement only as a solemn declaration on 
the part of the parties that they have entered into the agreement on 
the basis of some industrial dispute . Accordingly the Management was 
bound to confirm this employee from 1-1-1958. The argument that he 
had to file an application as if he was a new entrant does not stand 
the test of reason . Even if an application was necessary according to 
the rules and regulations of the Management, the Management could 
have asked the employee to file a formal application on 1-1-1958 and 
confirmed him from that date and there is reliable evidence that he 
had given application in time. From the evidence in this case it is 
clear that Poulose was in the employment of the Management in 1957 
and I rely on Ext. A (34 ) dated 17-9-1957 and another letter from the 
Management dated 24-12-1955 . Even though some of these letters were 
denied by the Management I am constrained to say that the denial was 
e matter of convenience to the Management and there is no ground 
to question the genuineness of these letters. Hence from the evidence 
I conclude that the Management deliberately violated Clause 5 ( 3 ) in 
Ext. 

E and hence Poulose has to be reinstated with effect 
from 1-1-1958 . But I don t order reinstatement due to strained rela 
tionship , but will award compensation of Rs. 500. 
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8. Sri V. John :-- 

According to Clause 5 ( 1 ) of Ext. E the Management had to pivo 
work to Mr. John as a Driver at least 10 days in a month is far as 
possible and he should be paid at the rate of Rs. 394 per day of work . 
This is not implemented . The Management would contend that this 
Driver was also not an employee of the Management at the time of the 
agreement, but he was constrained to give him work on the request 
of the Union . It is admitted by the Union that he was a temporary 
driver and as the Management agreed to give him at least 10 days work , 
the Management was bound to give. The fact that the agreement was 
to give him work for at least 10 days at the rate of Ps. 3 clearly 
shows that he was not a regular employee of the Management and the 
option to give him work was left to the Management depending upon the 
availability of work . Hence if work was not given the management 
has not to be blamed for that and it is also in evidence that this driver 
has withdrawn the deposit with the Management and according to him 
he is not particular of getting 10 days work in the Management. Hence 
I decide against Mr. John. 
9. Sri K. K. Thomas: 

He was a Checker appointed on 1-8-1957 according to Ext. A ( 4 ) 
corresponding to Ext. CXXXV. It is clear from this document that 
he was appointed for three months from 1-8-1957 . After that he cannot 
claim any right on the lien and there was no dispute because he accepted 
the deposit of Rs. 240 on 21-3-1958 and relinquished his right and his 
case does not come under the purview of Ext. E. 

10. In the second category I will consider the case of E. V. Yohannan . 
He was appointed as a driver on his application dated 31-10-1956 . He 
was transferred to the post of a Checker to Moovattupuzha -Piramatam 
route on 22-3-1958 on the alleged reason that he was a rash driver. He 
took two days leave to get himself prepared to go to the new place 
and leave was sanctioned . He again applied for leave and it was 
refused. The case of the Management is that since then he absented 
from duty without leave and by order dated 2-1-1958 he was asked to 
join duty and since he did not join duty he was considered as a deserter 
from duty . The attendance register of the Management is also pro 
duced and it shows that he had absented from duty for about 2 weeks. 
But the Union would contend that the Management after granting four 
days leave did not sanction his application for leave for 15 days from 
28-3-1958 . Even then on the instructions of the Management he went 
to join duty on 4-4-1958, but he was refused employment. From the 
evidence it is clear that he took leave for 15 days on no sufficient reasons 
and since he was doing the duties of a Checker it was not in the efficient 
working of the transport of buses that a Checker should take leave 
all on a sudden , but it does not warrant disrnissal. The refusal of 
employment by the Management was at a timewhen there was complete 
disharmony between the Union and the Management and hence it seems 
to me that refusal of employment without instituting a proper enquiry 
is a sufficient ground to find it is not justifiable and I award this worker 
a nominal compensation. It is contended by Mr. Cheriyan that this 
worker had put in 15 years of service on a salary of Rs. 60 excluding 
batta and hence heavy , compensation should be awarded. I award a 
compensation of Rs. 300 to Sri E. V. Yohannan 


. 


11. Next I will consider the dismissal of 8 persons namely K. 

M. 
Thomman, K. Narayanan ; S.A. Neelakantan; M. C. Raman , P : C. Varkey, 
M. K. Govindan , C. V. Gopalan and K : U. Jacob . These workers have 
been dismissed - for misconducti -after charge-sheet and enquiry . Broadly 
speaking the charges levelled against the first 7 persons are that they 
participated in the picketing on 5-4-1958 and next day preventing the 
rwning of buses and causing damage to the buses. In the case of 
K.-U. Jacob charges are differenta . According to the contention of the 
Management the Union under the guises of strike forcibly prevented 
the buses from running and caused damages on 5th and 6th April, 1958. 
The charges include causing of damage to the buses, disobedience of 
lawful-orders- issued by the Management, etc. The damage caused to 
the property was estimated rat Rs. 1,408.50.- After the charge-sheets 
an enquiry was conducted on 1-5-1958 and the Management found that 
the workmen committed the misconduct and they are dismissed from 
service. Some of the workmen have signed in the enquiry proceedings 
and some have not. But it is admitted that an enquiry was held even 
though according to the Union it was a sham enquiry arde no reliable 
witnesses were examined. Exts. LXXXVIII, LXXXIX , XC , XCI to XCVI 
relate to S. A. Neelakantan . Exts . XCVII to CV relate to M. c . Raman . 
Exts. CVI- to CXII and CXLIII relate to P.C.- Varkey. Exts . XVII, 
XXVI; LXXIX to LXXXVII relate to K. Narayanan . Exts. XXV, LXXII, 
LXXIII , LXXIV , LXXV, 1 LXXVI, LXXVII , LXXVIII (13 ), A ( 14 ) , 
A ( 15) , A ( 16 ), A ( 17); A ( 18) , and A ( 19) relate to K. M : Thomman. 
Exts. A ( 40 ) , A (41) ;. A (42 ) ,- A (43) , A (44 ) CXIX , CXX , CXXI, CXXII, 
CXXIII, CXXIV , CXXV, CXXVI, CXLIII : relate to C.V. Gopalan . 
Exts. XVIII, XIX , CX , CXIV , CXV, CXVI, CXVII, CXVIII,, A ( 27), 
A ( 28 ), A (29) , A ( 30 ) , A ( 31), A ( 32) relate to M. K. Govindan . On be 
half of the Union Mr. Cheriyan would forcibly argue that the Manage 
ment had dismissed workmcn due to the reason that they participated 
in the peaceful strike on 5th and 6th April, 1958 and also rarticipated 
in the Satyagraha which preceded the strike. It was because of the 
trade union activities and active participation in the legitimate and 
justifiable strike that the Management dismissed the workmen and 
hence it is an act of victimisation. It is further argued that the 
Manager of the concern who had conducted the enquiry was prejudiced 
against the workmen and the finding was not supported by the evidence . 
From the enquiry proceedings it is seen that the Management had 
examined some witnesses to prove the misconduct against the workmen . 
Even though the workmen denied the act of forcibly preventing the 
running of buses it is in evidence that the Management had to stop the 
service on 5th and 6th due to the violent action on the part of these 
workmen ." On going through the exhibits I have to observe that even 
though there is some force in the argument of Mr. Cheriyan that the 
Management was motivated with a spirit of victimisation the evidence 
against the workmen has proved beyond any shadow of doubt. Some 
of these workmen who have taken casual leave for two days took the 
leave for the purpose of participating in the picketing of buses. As for 
example I rely on Ext. XIX in which one of the workmen namely 
C. V. Gopalan has stated that it was due to stomach -ache that he wanted 
leave . But in Ext. CXXII he has admitted that on 6th April, 1958 he 
got himself seated in bus with K.L.Q. 2203. A worker who has taken 
leave on Cth on the alleged ground of stomach -ache had no business to 
come to the place of picketing and enter into bus and got himself seated 
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7 
to prevent the running of the hus. Clearly it was with the purpose of 
preventing the bus being run that this worker did like that. Thus there 
is sufficient evidence in the case to warrant the conclusion that these 
workmen some of them after availing leave, presented themselves in 
the place of picketing and did their best in preventing the plying of 
buses. It is also in evidence that tyres in the buses were torn and 
were rendered useless and the Management had to incur heavy loss on 
that account also Hence I have absolutely no hesitation to say that 
the misconduct alleged against them is proved . Hence I did not find 
my way to interfere in the punishment inflicted on these workmen . 
12. K. U. Jacob ?...V 

-W : 1 
COM 
In the case of Sri K. u . Jacob the misconduct alleged was not in 
connection with the incidence on 5th 6th April, 1958. 

In this case 
the charge -sheet against him is Ext. LIV dated 10-1-1958 which is also 
marked as Ext , S., VThe allegation against this Checking Inspector was 
that he failed in the discharge of his duties namely that he was not 
prompt enough in checking the buses. Ext. LV was the reply.. It is 
also marked as Ext: G. Ext, XXVIII was the enquiry proceedings and 
after the enguiry.hewas dismissed from service on 2941-1958 , The 
documents relied on by both parties are Exts. S , T , Y , Z ,VA ( 1 ) , A ( 2 ) , 
A (3 ), Ext. I and II . series, Exts. XXVIII, XLV, XLVI, XLVII . XLVIII, 
XLIX , L , LI LIILIII, LIV, LV , LVI, LVII, LVIII, LIX and LX. The 
alleged misconduct relates to some incidence which took place, long 
before the date of charge-sheet and enquiry. There is much force in 
the argument of Mr. Cheriyan that the Management framed charge and 
instituted the enquiry on a charge which took place some times back 
because Management was against the trade union activities of this 
worker and they wanted to dismiss him at a time when this worker 
took the leadership of tho workmen in agitating for redressal of their 
grievances. I: It is also liņ : evidence that the incidence on the basis of 
which the charges were framed were spread over, over a period of 5 or 6 
months and the immediate reason for taking disciplinary action against 
this Checking Inspector wasxhis ...active trade union activities. It is 
also , in evidence that this worker took a prominent part in the negotia 
tions which culminated in , Ext. , ti, settlement . On account of the non 
implementation of Ext: Esettlement the Union also agitated and this 
worker took an active part in the agitation. Thus it seems to me that 
the reason alléged against the worker is not the real reason and the 
Management was actuated with ulterior motives in framing the charge, 
instituting , thel enquiry and dismissing the worker. Hence, I don t 
justify the dismissal.I But I. aṁ ! not inclined to order reinstatement 
because the Management has lost confidence in the worker who worked 
in place of confidence, namely, the place of a Checking Inspector. . He 
was in the employment of the Management for 10 years as a Checking 
Inspectory, and / had any blemished carrier as Checking Inspector and 
he was getting Rs. 110 per mensem . Hence I award to nim a compen 
şation of Rs. 500. X.1 1X ! X. 

1.132.1 pass this award! in term specified above and the dues should 
be paid within ang month from the date of publication and the award 
will come into effect from the date of publication in the Government 
Gazette . IV.1 . 1V.IX vix NVXX...) 
Ernakulam , xuux 
27-9-1960. 

K. N. KUNJUKRISTINA PILLAI, 
XX!. UV.: V. 

Industrial Tribunal, 
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fra 2. EW - 2 
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Witnesses examined on behalf of the Management 

Sri. K. C. Stephen 

Ittan Poulose 

Kora Varkey 
4. EW -40 

. ; V. K. Sankaran 
+ 5. EW -5 : contato. 

C. N.Madhava Panicker 
6.- EW -63 

P. K. Cherian 
7. EW - 7 

V. C. Paulose 
8. EW - 8 

Kuriakose 
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i Witnesses examined on behalf of the Union 
21. WW 

Sri P. C. Varkey 
WW -2.3 

M. C. Raman 
3.WW -3 

K. U . Jacob 
4.WW - 4 duras 

K. K. Thomas 
5. WW - 5 

E. V. Yohannan 
6. WW -6 

K. M. Thommen 
7. WW 

K Narayanan 
WW - 8 

M. K. Govindan 
WW - 9 

P. V. Poulose 
10. WW - 10 

K. Murali 
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*** Exhibits marked on behalf of the Management . 
Book No. 

(Exts. I and II series) . 
(Exts. III, IV , V and LLXXXV) . 
( Exts. VI, VII, VIII, IX , X , XI, XII, XIII, XIV , 

LLXXVII, LLXXVIII, LLXXIX , LLXXX, 

LLXXXI, LLXXXII, LLXXXill and 
MOTLLXXXIV ) 

(Exts. XV, XVI, LXXII , LXXIII, LXXIV , 

LXXV , LXXVI, LXXVII and LXXVIII) . 
(Exts. XVII , LXXIX , LXXX , LXXXI, LXXXII 

LXXXIII, LXXXIV, LXXXV . LXXXVI 

and LXXXVII) . 
(Exts. XVIII, XIX , LLX , LLXIV , LLXV, 

* LLXVI, LLXVII, and LLXVIII) . 
( Exts. XX, XXIand XXII) .. 
(Fixts . XXIII, XXIV, XXV , XXVI, XXVII, 

XXIX , XXX , XXXI, XXXII, XXXIV 
Tom XXXY, XXXVI, XXXVII , XXXVIII, - 
Och XXXIX , XL ; XLI, XLII - XLIII, XLIV : 

LX , LXI, LXII, LXIII, Lxiv , LXV, 
LXVI, LXVII, LXX, LXXI, LLXXXVII, 
LLXXXVIII, LLXXXIX , LLXI. and 

LLXLI). 
(Exts. XXVIII, XLV, XLVI, XLVII, XLVIII, 

XLIX , L , LI, LII, LIII, LIV , LV , LVI, 
LVII, LVIII, LIX and LX ) . 
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Book No. 


IO 


IO . 
11. 


Pok No 


11 


12 . 


12 


13 . 


) 
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(Ext. XXXIII) . 
( Exts. LXVIILIDLLXXXVI). 
(Exts. LXIX , LXXXXVII, LXXXXVIII , 

LXXXXIX , LL , LLI, LLII, LLIII, LLIV 

and LLV ) 
(Exts. LXXXVIII, LXXXIX , LXXXX , LXXXXI 

LXXXXII , LXXXXIII, LXXXXIV , 

LXXXXV and LXXXXVI) . 
(Exts. LLVI, LLVII, LLVIII, LLIX , LLXI, 

LLXII and LLXIII) . 
(Exts. LLXIX , LLXX , LLXXI, LLXXII, 

LLXXIII, LLXXIV LLXXV, ILXXVI 

and LI XXXXIII) 
(Ext. L.LXXXXII). 
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15. 
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15 


16 . 


16 
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Exhibits marked on behalf of the Union . 
Ext. A 

Copy of letter sent to the Management of Master Motors 

Piravom by the Secretary, Muvattupuzha Taluk 

Motor Workers Union dated 5-7-1957. 
B 

Copy of letter sent to the District Labour Officer, 

Kottayam by the Secretary, Muvattupuzha Taluk 

Motor Workers Union dated 21-8-1957 . 
3 . с 

Copy of letter sent to the Proprietor, Master Motors , 

Piravom by the Union Secretary dated 16-4-1957 
4 . 

do . 

dated 27-10-1957 
E 

Statement of the conditions agreedby the management 
of Master Motors Piravom and the workmen on 

16th November , 1957 
6 . F 

Copy of letter sent by the Union Secretary to the 
Managing Proprietor, Master Motors, Piravom 

dated 18-1-1958. 
G 

do. 

dated 8-2-1958 
8 . H 

Copy of the letter sent by the Union Secretary dated 

8-2-1958 . 
9 . 

Copy of the letter sent by the Managing Proprietor 
Master Motors, Piravom to Mr. P. Č . Varkey, 

Conductor dated 8-4-1958 . 
1 

do . 

dated 8-4-1958 . 
II . 

K 

Copy of statement submitted by Conductor P. C. Varkey 

according to the order Nos. 373/58 and 377/58 

of the management. 
L 

Copy of letter to Mr. P. C. Varkey, Conductor from 

the Management dated 5-5-1958. 
M 

Information submitted by Mr. P. C. Varkey, Con 
13 

ductor before the Managing Proprietor dated 

6-5-1958. 
N 

Duty joining Report of Conductors dated 6-4-1958. 
P 

Letter from the management to Mr. M. C. Ranian , 
15 . 

Conductor dated 3-4-1958 . 
Pi 

do. 

dated 8-4-1958 
P2 

do . 
17. 
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dated 9-4-1958 
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18. Ext. 
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19 


S 


20 . 


T 


21 . 


Y 
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22 . 


99 
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23 . 
24 . 
25 
26 . 
27 . 
28 . 


Af 
A2 
A3 
A4 
A5 
A6 


29. 


, 


A7 


30 . 


A8 
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31 . 


Ext. 


A9 


32 . 


Aro 


Copy of statement submitted by Mr. M. C. Raman , 

Conductor according to the orders 370/58 375158 

dated 8-4-1958 and 382/58 dated 9-4-1958 . 
Order of the management given to Mr. K. U. Jacob , 

Checking Inspector dated 10-1-1958 . 
Copy of statement of Mr. K. U. Jacob according to 

the order 33/58 dated 10-1-1958 of the manage 

ment dated 11-1-1958 . 
Order of the management given to Mr. K. U. Jacob , 

Checking Inspector dated 13-1-1958 . 
Copy of statement of Mr. K. U. Jacob , Checking 

Inspector dated 14-1-1958. 
Order of the Management dated 25-1-1958 . 
Copy of statement by K. U. Jacob dated 28-1-1958. 
Order of the Management 

dated 25-1-1958 
do . 

dated 1-8-1957 
do . 

dated 8-8-1957 
Copy of application submitted by K. K. Thomas, 

Checker before the Union dated 4-3-1958. 
Instructions to Mr. K. K. Thomas given by the manage 

ment dated 15-12-1957. 
Copy of application submitted by Driver, E. V. 

Yohannan to theManaging Proprietor dated 24-3-1958 
Copy of instructions given to the management by the 

Union dated 24-3-1958 . 
Copy of application for leave by E. V. Yohannan dated 

27-3-1958 
Order given by management to Mr. E. V. Yohannan 

dated 2-4-1958 . 
Letter of the management 

dated 4-4-1958. 
Order of themanagement 

3-4-1958 . 
do . 

8-4-1958 
Copy of statement of Driver K. M. Thomman to the 

management dated 10-4-1958 . 
Order of the management 

21-4-1958 . 
do . 

30-4-1958 
do . 

7-5-1958. 
do . 

2-5-1958. 
do . 

8-4-1958. 
do . 

9-4-1958 . 
Copy of statement of Mr. K. Narayanan dated 10-4-1958 
Order of the management given to Sri K. Narayanan . 
Order of the management 

dated 30-4-1958. 
do . 

7-5-1958 . 
do . 

20-5-1958 . 
do . 

21-4-1958. 
Copy of letter to management from M. K. Govindan 
Order of the management 

dated 30-4-1958 . 
do. 

7-5-1958 . 
do . 

20-5-1958 
Joint statement of M. K. Govindan , K. M. Thomman , 

S. A. Neelandan , P. C. Varkey and M. C. Raman , 
dated 11-5-1958. 


33 . 
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A12 
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34 . 
35 
36 . 
37 . 


A14 
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93 
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79 


38. 
39 . 
40 . 
41. 
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44 . 
45. 
46 . 
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so . 
51. 
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53 
54 . 
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Order of the management dated 8-4-1958 . 
do . 

do . 
do . 

do . 
Copy of statement of Mr. S. A. Neelandan dated 

10-4-1958. 
Order of the management 

dated 21-4-1958 . 
do . 

30-4-1958 . 
do . 

20-5-1958 
do . 

21-4-1958 . 
Copy of statement of C. V. Gopalan dated 12-5-1958 . 
Order of the management 

dated 30-4-1958 . 
do . 

7-5-1958 . 
do . 

20-5-1958 . 
do . 

17-9-1957 . 
do . 

10-12-1957 
Copy of Telegram dated 9-4-1958. 
Copy of the letter from the Private Secretary to the 

Minister for Tansport and Labour to the manage 

ment dated 9-4-1958 . 
Letter from the Labour Commissioner to the manage 

ment dated 18-4-1958 . 
Copy of the letter from the Union to the District 

Collector , Ernakulam dated 9-6-1958 . 
Copy of the letter from the Union to the Labour Com 

missioner, Trivandrum dated 9-6-1958. 
Notice of the Union 

dated 15-3-1958 . 
do . 

22-3-1958 . 
do . 

28-3-1958 . 
do . 

1-4-1958. 
do . 

6-4-1958. 
Order of the management 

dated 10-12-1956 . 
do . 

2-4-1957. 
do . 

18-6-1953 
do . 

1-4-1957 
do . 

15-9-1953 
do . 

13-5-1953. 
do . 

2-5-1957 
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PARTI 

Health and Labour Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 86101|L2|60-1/HLD . 

Dated, Trivandrum 7th December 1960. 
The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Alleppey in respect of the 
dispute between the Management of Messrs. Syed Mohamed Hameed and 
Sons, Alleppey, and their workmen represented by the Commercial Em 
ployees Union, Alleppey, received by Government on 6-12-1960 is hereby 
published under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central 
Act XIV of 1947 ) . 

By order of the Governor, 

V. V. JOSEPH , 

Secretary 
Before the Industrial Tribunal, Alleppey 

Present : 
SRI K. SHAHUL HAMEED, B. A.,L.T. & B.L. 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 29 OF 1959 

Between 

THE MANAGEMENT OF 
MESSRS. SYED MOHAMED HAMEED & SONS, ALLEPPEY 

And 

THE WORKMEN OF 
THE ABOVE CONCERN REPRESENTED BY THE COMMERCIAL EMPLOYEES 

UNION , ALLEPPEY. 
Represontation : 
For Management:-Sri Hameed Abdulrahiman Kutty , Managing 

Partner, Messrs. Syed Mohamed Hameed & Sons, Alleppey 
represented by Messrs . A. M. Abdul Rasheed, and A. Ismail 

Sait , Advocates, Alleppey. 
For Union : - Sri Varghese Thundiyil, General Secretary of the 

union represented by Mr. Jacob C. Thelly, Vice -President 
and Mr. K. C. Eapen , Secretary, I.N.T.U.C. Kerala Branch 
and Advocate Mr. N. I. Thomas, Alleppey. 

AWARD 
( 1 ) The abovesaid dispute was referred to this Tribunal for adjudi 
cation by the Government of Kerala under Section 10 ( 1) ( d ) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947 ) vide order 

The issues referred for 
No. 17116|L2|59-1 L & LAD dated 17-3-1959. 
adjudication as mentioned in the annexure to the order of reference are 
the following : 

G. 3722 
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(1) Counting of previous service of workmen under Hameed 
Pareed as service under Syed Mohamed Hameed & Sons. 

( i ) Bonus to the workers for the years 1955, 1956 and 1957. 
(111) Increment in Wages. 
(iv ) Non -employment of Sri Moideen Kutty Pareeth. 

( 2 ) Parties entered appearance. With the consent of parties leave 
was granted to Advocates appearing on either side. The union filed 
their claim statement on 17-4-1959. The management filed their counter 
statement on 4-6-1959 . On 16-6-1959 the union filed a petition supported 
by an afidavit praying that two persons viz., Sri Hameed Pareed and 
Sri Hameed Abdul Rahiman Kutty may be impleaded in these proceed 
ings as additional employers. Notice of the petition was given to the 
Advocate for the management and the two counter petitioners. The 
counter petitioners Aled their objections on 30-6-1959. Both sides were 
heard and by my order dated 28-7-1959 the impleading petition was 
dismissed on the ground that the counter petitioners are only partners 
of Syed Mohamed Hameed and Sons, the management in this case and 
that as such they are already represented. On 12-8-59 the union sub 
mitted that they had no rejoinder and that therefore the case might be 
posted for evidence. But before any evidence was recorded, a compromise 
petition signed by Mr. Hameed Abdul Rahiman Kutty for the manage 
ment and Mr. Jacob C. Thelly Vice -President of the union was put in 
on 9-12-1959. The following terms were incorporated in the compromise 
petition . 

" 1. The claims of Messrs . ( 1 ) C. N. Kammath , ( 2 ) . V. K. Rama 
krishna Pillai, ( 3 ) K. Narasimha Shenoy , ( 4 ) M. Neelakanta Pillal, 
(5 ) A. Yonoos , (6 ) T. J. Antony and ( 7 ) K M. Thomas set forth 
in the union s claim statement have been settled out of court by mutual 
agreement and the workmen mentioned above have voluntarily left 
the service of the employer, after receiving amounts due to each one 
of them in full and final settlement of all their claims. 

2. In the circumstance, both parties prayed that an award be passed 
to the effect that no Industrial Dispute subsisted between the union and 
the employer in so far as the claims of the above mentioned seven work 
men on the staff of the concern are concerned relating to issues (i) (ii) 
and (iii) " . The staff of the concern were concerned only with the first 
three issues. As I was satisfied that the compromise effected between the 
management and the staff members were genuine, I accepted the com 
promise holding that no Industrial Dispute existed between the seven 
staff members and the management and that the adjudication would be 
continued with regard to the other workmen with reference to the four 
Issues referred . Accordingly both parties have let in their evidence . 
In the midst of the evidence on 16-1-60 neither the employer nor his 
Advocate was present in court when the case was called . Therefore 
the management was declared ex parte and the case was posted to 
9-2-60 for ex parte evidence by union . But on 9-2-60 the management 
put in a petition supported by an affidavit for setting aside the ex parte 
declaration . Notice of the petition was given to the union representative 
who stoutly opposed it. After hearing both sides I set aside the ex parte 
on payment of Rs. 15 costs to the union . The management deposited the 
costs and the recording of evidence was continued. At this stage , I have 
to refer to two petitions filed by the workmen involved in this case. 
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The case stood posted to 14-10-59, for evidence cf the union but two 
days prior to it i.c., on 12-10-59 , at about 11 in the morning a petition 
signed by the three workmen involved in this adjudication viz . Mackay! 
Mecravoo, Kochu Mohamed and Moidu was handed over to the office. It 
was stated in the petition that the signatories had no direct relation 
ship with the employer in this case; that they are workmen under 
their Mooppan called Hassanar Mooppen; that they had severed their 
connections with their .Mooppen and had settled all accounts with him ; 
that they are not interested in carrying on the adjudication and that 
therefore they may be removed from the party array. When the peti 
tion was placed before me, I ordered notice to the union and posted the case 
to 14-10-59 to which date the main case stood posted for hearing on 
the petition . Curiously enough at 12 noon on 12-10-59, the above mentioned 
three worlomen presented another signed petition before me. In this 
petition the petitioners alleged that the previous petition was not 
genuine; that their signatures in that petition were obtained by the 
employer by coercion and undue influence; that they were taken into 
police custody consequent on a baseless complaint of theft from the 
employer; that in the Police Station they were threatened with all 
sorts of dire consequences ; that they were made to sign the petition 
by threat of force and criminal prosecution; that the earlier petition 
was the result of a fraud committed by the employer ; that therefore 
they prayed that their claims be adjudicated and appropriate relief 
given to them and that the previous petition may be dismissed as being 
groundless. On this petition also I ordered notice posting it to 14-10-59 
for hearing On 14-10-59 when the petition was taken up, the manage 
ment submitted that they had no knowledge of these petitions and 
asserted that they had nothing to do with it. The three workers when 
examined admitted that both the petitions were signed by them . Their 
only case was that their signatures in the first petition was obtained 
by threat of assault and violence and that therefore, that petition was 
not genuine. It came out in evidence that they were taken to the 
Police Station on a complaint of theft and that the first petition was 
signed in the Police Station after the case against them was somehow 
or other squared up. It was also brought out in evidence that the 
union representatives got at the workers when they were released 
from the Police Station on 12-10-59 and that they took them to the 
nearby union office where the second petitio.2 was got prepared and 
signed by the workmen. No doubt, there is something fishy about the 
whole transaction . The employer had admitted in the box that he had 
complained to the Police about the theft committed by one of the 
workers and that all the three workers were taken to the Police Station 
with the stolen article of rice as Thondi. It appears to me that in this 
episode, the management had not acted fairly . Their hands have not 
been quite clean. The complaint lodged by them to the Police does 
not appear to be bonafide. It smacks of feudalistic methods of oppres . 
sion . But fortunately for them this Tribunal is not the forum where 
such lapses are appropriately dealt with . Suffice it for me to say that 
such practices have to be discouraged and remedies provided in the 
Industrial law itself. At any rate I have sufficient material before 
me to conclude that the first petition was not genuine and that it is 
vitiated . For the abovesaid reasons I rejected the first petition and 
ordered that the adjudication would be continued with regard to the 
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claims of all the workmen . The union has examined eleven witnesses 
WW1 to WW11 and marked Exts . W1 to W16 . The management in 
their turn has examined four witnesses EW1 to EW4 and marked 
Exts. E1 to E3. The management has raised a preliminary objection 
that the persons whose claims are now adjudicated are not workmen 
as defined by the Industrial Disputes Act; that there is no employer 
employee relationship between those persons and the management and 
that therefore this is not an Industrial Dispute. The management has 
controverted the objection in their counter statement. 

Both parties 
agreed that evidence may be let in on the preliminary objection along 
with the other issues and the objection heard first at the arguments. 
I have accorded sanction for this course being adopted. 

3. The union stated their case as follovs :—The plight of the 
commercial employees called loading and unloading workers at Alleppey 
is very miserable. There are about 10,000 of them scattered over 
various commercial establishments. In some establishments there will 
be only one such worker. The maximum that can be found in one 
establishment is twenty- five. These employees can broadly be . classi 
fied into three groups i.e. head loaders, salesmen , and clerks- cum 
accountants. These employees have to work under the immediate super 
vision of the employers and they are generally denied all the facilities 
provided under law . As the employees have no bargaining strength , 
they are lardiy bold enough to demand the minimum amenities 
guaranteed by law , lest they should incur the displeasure of their 
employere. The employers are mostly proprietary concerns. There 
are a few partnership concerns also among them . These employers 
resort to all sorts of manipulations to deny the workers their legitimate 
dues. The result is that these employees have no security of service 
at all. Benefits like bonus and increment in wages which have come 
to stay in the case of other industrial workers are denied to them and 
the occasional grant of these benefits depends entirely on the whims 
and fancies of the employers. Syed Mohamed Hameed and Sons the 
enployer in the case were carrying on business in St. George Street, 
Alleppey for the last several years under the name and style of Hameed 
Pareed . It was a partnership consisting of Ms. Abdul Rahiman Kutty , 
Pareed and Sons of Syed Mohamed Hameed . The business continued 
without any change until 1-4-58, when their premises were shifted to 
South Indian Bank Buildings, Puthanangadi, Alleppey. As far as the 
employees were concerned , there was no change whatsoever except that 
of the building in which the business was carrid on . But the employers 
had changed only the name of the concern . Thus Syed Mohamed Hameed 
and Sons is only a continuation of the firm Hameed Pareed with a new 
name. It was continuing the business run by Hameed Pareed. The 
following persons were employed in Hameed Pareed in the capacities 
noted against their names and they had been in continuous service for 
not less than one year in Hameed Pareed immediately before the 
name was changed into Syed Mohamed Hameed and Sons. Therefore 
the service cf these employees under Hameed Pareed have to be count 
ed as service under Syed Mohamed Hameed and Sons. It has also to be 
noted that these employees have not been retrenched from Hameed 
Pareed . 
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Name of worlcman . 

Capacity . 
1. C. N. Kammath 

Manager . 
2. V. K. Ramakrishna Pillai 

Clerk . 
3. K. Narasimha Shenoy 
4. M. Neclakanta Pillai 
5. A. Yunus 
6. T. J. Antony 

Salesman . 
7. Thomas 
8. Hassanar Mooppen 

Head Loader 
9. Pareed Mohamed 
10. Kachu Mohamed 
11. Mackayee Meeravu 
12. K. M. Bhavakunju 
13. P. P. Moidu 
14. Aboobacker Meeravu 
15. Moideenkutty Pareeth 

Regarding bonus, the union submitted that the employer was run 
ning a very profitable trade for the last several years and had made 
huge profits. However the workers have never been paid any bonus . It 
is only just and fair that the monthly paid employees be paid at the 
rate of 4 months salary per year and the piece rated workers 25 per cent 
of the annual earnings per year as bonus. Bonus for 1958 also has fallen 
due . With regard to increment the union stated that the employer had 
never paid any increment to his employees in the past. Therefore the 
union submitted that the monthly paid employees be given an incre 
ment of Rs. 5 in the monthly salary for each year of service past and 
future. Regarding the non -employment of Sri Moideen Kutty Pareeth 
the union s case was this : Moideen Kutty Pareeth joined M /s. Hameed 
Pareed and Sons as a head loader several years back . In 1957 while 
on duty a full bag of sugar weighing about 200 lb. fell on him from 
the stack in the employer s go -down and he was disabled to work for 
some time. Subsequently he joined duty and was continuing in service 
when on 30th June 1958 he fell down with a bag weighing 1 1/2 cwts . 
and he was rendered unfit to work till 15th July 1958. On 15th July 
1958 Moideen Kutty Pareeth returned to work and had worked till 
noon that day when Abdul Rahiman Kutty asked Hassanar Mooppen not 
to allow him to work . Since then Moideen Kutty Pareeth is denied 
work by the employer. This denial is unjust and illegal. Therefore 
Moideen Kutty Pareeth is entitled to be reinstated with his backwages. 
In the circumstance union prayed that an award be passed upholding 
all their contentions. 

4. The contentions of the management briefly stated are as follows : 
The employer denied all the allegations in the claim statement of the 
union except those they have specifically admitted hereunder. Ms. Syed 
Mohamed Hameed and Sons is not a continuation of " Hameed Pareed" . 
" Hameed Pareed " was a concern owned and managed by Mr. Hameed 
Pareed alone in his individual capacity . The firm Ms. Syed Mohamed 
Hameed & Sons is a partnership concern registered under the Indian 
Partnership Act , as No. 261 of 1958. The partners of Syed Mohamed 
Hameed & Sons are Ms. Hameed Pareed , Hameed Abdul Rahiman Kutty 
and Syed Mohamed Hameed acting for the benefit of his minor son 
Hameed Abdul Wahab . This firm was started only on 1-4-1958 . Before 
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the commencement of this partnership, the first partner Mr. Hameed 
Pareed was carrying on business in provisions and rice at Alleppey 
under the name and style " Hameed Pareed" and the second partner Mr. 
Hameed Abdul Rahiman Kutty was managing a business called Mohamed 
Sheriff and company at Mattanchery Cochin and the third partner Mr. 
Syed Mohamed Hameed was not carrying on any business at all. All 
the three partners served their connections with their former business 
and started the new firm Syed Mohamed Hameed & Sons. Being 
entirely a new firm Syed Mohamed Hameed & Sons is responsible only 
for its activities. The business conducted by the partners of Syed 
Mohamed Hameed & Sons had no connection whatsoever with Hameed 
Pareed. The allegation that the employees of Hameed Pareed were 
continued under Syed Mahamed Hameed & Sons is not correct. If any 
thing is due to the employees of Hameed Pareed, its proprietor Mr. Hameed 
Pareed alone is liable for that and not Syed Mohamed Hameed & Sons. 
When Syed Mohamed Hameed & Sons was started, all the employees of 
that firm were appointed and fresh hands. It inay be that some of them 
had worked under Hameed Pareed or Mohamed Sheriff and Company 
before . Therefore Syed Mohamed Hameed & Sons is not in any way 
buund to reckon the past services of its employees 

under Hameed 
Pareed or for that matter under anybody else . All the workers men 
tioned in the claim statement of the union are not employed under 
Syed Mohamed Hameed & Sons. Worker No. 4 in the statement of 
the union Mr. M. Neelakanta Pillai is not an employee of Syed Mohamed 
Hameed & Sons at all. Workers Nos. 8 to 15 viz ., Hassanar Mooppen , 
Pareed Mohamed , Kochu Mohamed , Mackay Meeravu , K. M. Bhava 
Kunju , P. P. Moidu Aboobaker Meeravu and Moideen Kutty Pareeth 
are head -load workers who were never employed by the management. 
The above said workers are only contract labour under Hassanar 
Mooppen . Workers No. 1, 2, 3, 5 , 6 and 7 in the claim statement are 
employees of Syed Mohamed Hameed & Sons and they might have come 
either from Hameed Pareed or Mohamed Sheriff and company or some 
where else. The contention that all the above staff members were 
under the service of Hameed Pareed formerly is baseless . Therefore 
issue No. ( 1) has only to be found in favour of the management. As 
regards bonus issue No. ( 2 ) , the management submitted that as Syed 
Mohamed Hameed and Sons came into eing only 1-4-1958 on 
wards, the question of bonus to their workers for the previous years 
1955, 1956 and 1957 does not arise at all. The union in their state 
ment has claimed bonus for 1958 also . During the financial 

year 
1958-59, Syed Mohamed Hameed & Sons has not made any profit. Never 
theless as per the understanding arrived at a conference before the 
Assistant Labour Officer , Second Circle, Alleppey between the Food 
Grains Merchants Association and the Trade Unions, this management 
had made some advances to their employees at the rate of one month s 
salary . This was given only to the monthly paid employees. The 
union has claimed bonus for the piece-rated workers also. Regarding 
the picce -rated workers there was an agreement in 1957-58 between the 
Food Grains Merchants Association and the Unions in which it was, 
agreed that the piece-rated workers are only responsible to their Moop 
pens, who employ them and that the Mooppans should pay bonus to their 
workers. As regards increment in wages claimed under issue No. (ill ) 
the management submitted that the firm is only one year old, and that 
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their financial capacity docs not allow them to bear any additional 
burden . Sister concerns at Alleppey and clsewhere are not giving any 
vearly increments. Therefore the third issuc has to be answered 
in favour of the management. Issuc No. (iv ) deals with the 

non . 
cmployment of Moideen Kutty Parceth . He is only a lIcad - load worker 
under lassunar Mooppen . Moldeen Kutty Parccth , had never been 
employed by Syed Mohamed Hamccd & Sons. This 

management had 
no direct dealings with him . This firm and other sister concern3 at 
Alleppey treat the Head -lod workers as only contract Labour. A3 and 
when there is work , the cmployer will ask Hassanar Mooreen to do 
the work on a remuneration agreed upon between the management and 
the Mooppen . Thereupon the Mooppen will cngage his own workers 
under him to execute the work and the Mcoppen will receive the remu 
neration from the employer as per the terms of his contract. This is 
the practice prevalent in similar concerns. The allegation that Abdul 
Rahiman Kutty instructed Hassanar Mooppen not to allow Sri Moldoen 
Kutty Parccth to work is false. On the abovesaid grounds the inanage 
mont subinitted that Moideen Kutty Parccth is not entitled to 
• relief. In the circumstance the management prayed that all their 
contentions he upheld and that costs may be awarded to them . 

5. The management has admitted that workers Nos. 1, 2 , 3 , 5, 6 
and 7 are their employees. Even though the management had raised 
a contention that they have no connection with worker, No. 4, they 
had settled his claims also and have included him in the compromise 
petition . Thus the claims of all the staff members of the concern 
are settled and I have already found that no Industrial Dispute is 
subsisting between these workers and the management at present. We 
are then concerned with the claims of workers Nos . 8 to 15 viz . 
Hassanar Moppen , Pareed Mohamed, Kochu Mohamed, Mackay Meeravu , 
K. M. Bhavakunju , P. P. Moidu , Aboobaker Meeravu and Moideen Kutty 
Pareeth . With regard to the abovesaid eight workers, the management 
has raised a preliminary objection. The management contended that 
the abovesaid eight workers are not workmen as defined by the ID . 
Act; that there is no employer-employee relationship between these 
workers and the management and that therefore this Tribunal has no 
jurisdiction to adjudicate their claims. The union has stoutly contro 
verted these contentions. This is a jurisdictional issue and I have to 
consider that at the first instance . The issue to be considered is 
whether the abovesaid eight persons are workmen as defined by the I.D. 
Act and whether there is employer-employee relationship between these 
workers and the management. Boardly speaking the tests laid down to 
determine this question are the nature of the duties performed by the 
workers; the degree of control and supervision exercised by the manage 
ment over the workers ; the nexus between the workers and the manage 
ment, and the fact whether it is a contract for service or a contract 
of service . I shall now try to analyse the evidence in this case in the 
light of the tests laid down above. Of the eight workers referred to 
above, the union has examined only four. They are Hassanar Mooppen , 
(WW9) , Kochu Mohamed (WW4), P. P. Moidu (WW5) , Moideen Kutty 
Pareeth (WW ) and Mackay Meeravu (WW3) . Mackay Meeravu as 
WW3 has deposed that he was employed as a head -load worker by Mr. 
II. Abdul Rahiman Kutty the employer in this case ; that he does his 
work accurang to the direction of Mr. Abdul Rahiman Kutty ; that 


8 


his work is mainly head-load; that he goes to give delivery of consign 
ments sold to other customers ; and that he also does odd jobs for his 
employer whenever he is asked to do them . In cross examination 
he further stated that he was working under Hassanar Mooppen ; that 
including Hassanar Mooppen there are eight head -load workers in the 
employer concern ; that Hassanar Mooppen is the Mooppen for the 
remaining seven workers; that Mooppen gets the wages from the em 
ployer and distributes it among the workers under him ; that wages 
received by the Mooppen is divided between the workers and the Mooppen 
equally ; that the wages are distributed in a shop rented out by the 
Mooppen ; that the rent of the shop is realised from the workers; and 
that the Mooppen supervises the work the seven workers. Kochu 
Mohamed WW4 has stated that he removes bags from the landing place 
to the godown of the employer ; that he also weighs the bags and 
loads them in valloms; that he fills bags ; that he stacks bags in the 
godown ; that the wages given are piece-rate ; that except Sundays he 
had been working on all other days in the week ; that there is no attend 
ance Register maintained to mark their attendance ; that every day . 
morning he reports for duty before the employer Mr. Abdul Rahiman 
Kutty; that he does his work according to the directions issued by the 
employer; that he does not inform the employer if he absents himself 
from duty; that the employer does not find fault with him if he goes 
late ; that there is no hours of work prescribed ; that the employer has 
not fixed any quantum of work for a day and that he is paid for the 
work he does . In cross examination he admitted that Hassanar Moop 
ren, is the Mooppen of all the head -load workers in the concern ; that 
Hassanar Mooppen gets their wages from the employer and distributes 
1t among them ; that if Hassanar Mooppen is absent the wages will 
be given to one among those present ; that whether Hassanar Mooppen 
is present cr not he is entitled to one share of the total wages; and 
that the Mooppen supervises their work . P. P. Moidu (Ww5) has 
deposed as follows : His employer was Mr. Abdul Rahiman Kutty . 
The wages for the day would be given to any one of the workers and 
they would divide it among themselves . Hassanar Mooppen does not 
do any head - load work . Hassanar Mooppen would supervise their work . 
Whether present or not, Hassanar Mooppen is entitled to one share of 
the total wages. The wo 

rented out a shop . The rent deed 
of this shop is in the name of Hassanar Mooppen . It is in this shop that 
their wages are distributed . Moideen Kutty Pareed (WW6) has sworn 
to the following facts . He was employed as a head-load worker by 
Mr. Abdul Rahiman Kutty . He was generally stacking rice bags in 
the godown of the employer. One day when he was doing the stacking 
work , a bag of rice fell on him . That was on 30th June 1958. The 
employer Mr. Abdul Rahiman Kutty sent him for medical treatment 
to Dr. Kuruvila s Dispensary . He was under treatment for 15 days. 
The expenses for his treatment were met by his employer Abdul Rahi 
man Kutty. When he returned to work after 15 days, his employer 
denied him work . In cross examination he stated that there was no 
Mooppen in Syed Mohamed Hameed & Sons ; that Hassanar Mooppen was 
not the Mooppen there; and that the Mooppen would receive the wages 
from the employer and distribute it among the Head -load workers . 
Hassanar Mooppen has been examined as WW9. He deposed as follows: 
He is the Mooppen in Syed Mohamed Hameed & Sons . It is now about 
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ten years since he was employed there . His main work is to attend 
to the loading and unloading in the employer concern . 

He takes out 
samples from the bags stacked in the employers godown for customers. 
He lifts the bags on to the heads of the head - load workers. He weighs 
the bags . Besides these, the employer sends him occasionally to the 
Bank for cashing cheques. He is also sent to Cochin with money to be 
given to the suppliers of goods. These do not form part of his work. 
He is not paid for the above items of work . There are seven head 
load workere under him . The wages are piece -rated. The total wages 
are divide l equally between the workers and himself. Whenever he is 
absent, his work will be attended to by one of the other head- loaders. 
Whether he attends to his work or not, he would get his share of the 
wages . If the head- loaders misbehave or if they are found guilty of mis 
conduct, the employer decides and he carries out the punishment. He 
has no right to discharge the head-loaders from work . They are engaged 
by the employer . In cross examination Hassanar Mooppen stated that 
there are no records to show that the head-load workers are engaged 
by the employer; that the head- load workers are not given wages for 
days on which they have no work ; that whether the Mooppen is present 
or not, the Mooppen would get his share of the wages and that no head 
load worker would be engaged if he is not liked by the employer. Mr. 
V. K. Peethambaran , the Assistant Labour Officer Second circle, Alleppey 
has been examined as WW2. He has convened joint conferences in this 
dispute. The following portions of his testimony in chief examination 
are significant, egy alUDJA A 50 Aloes ejaşam 12.02.1mgos 
working conditions amyon ? m76m2 Do BB 9200 lejo 70100825 
(Q ) Moo 50 QJ92 6038100 osam 210-060, 5Wlct ,0 A MO അട്ടി 
വയംകയും, ആലപ്പുഴ തന്നയാണങ്കിൽ വേറൊരു ക ടയ 1 ൽ നിന്നും കച്ചവടം 
ചെയ്തചരക്കു വണ്ടിയിൽ കാണ്ടുവന്നു" കട യിൽ അട്ടിവയ്ക്കു ക യും , ക ട യിൽ 
നിന്നും കച്ചവടംചെയ്ത ചരക്കു party due to me? J 99 66139700 ചുമന്നു 
Şoş de 6 mons ( A ) ചുമട്ടുതൊഴിലാളികളെ ഉട 

Garco 
w tym to do 3600 ( Q ) Y 499 M06 Woen . ( A ) 
Ext. W4 is the Register of employment maintained by Hameed Pareed 
under the Shops and Establishments Act 1125 for the years 1956 to 
1958 . WW2 had inspected this concern on various occasions during 
this period and he had initialled the entries on such dates with his 
remarks. The head -load workers examined in this case have stated that 
they were first employed under Hameed Pareed. But we do not find the 
name of any of the head - load workers in Ext. W4. The file of the 
District Labour Officer, Alleppey relating to this dispute has been called 
for at the instance of the union and it has been marked as Ext. Wi. 
In the file there is a memorandum of settlement dated 18-6-1957 effected 
in the presence of Mr. G. S. Pillai, District Labour Officer, Alleppey . 
The parties to this settlement are Shri H. Abdul Rahiman Kutty, President, 
The Alleppey Food Grains Merchants Association, representing the 
employe. s and Sri K. R. Sivarama Panicker , President, The Commercial 
Staff Association, Alleppey. In the preamble to the abovesaid settle 
ment we have the following :- " A dispute arose hetween the food 
grains and other provision Merchants of Alleppey and the men 
employed by the Moopens under them for landing and loading 

G. 3722 
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work represented by the Commercial Staff Association, Alleppey 
relating to the issues raised in the Associations memorandum of de 
mands dated 12-6-57 submitted to the merchants " . 

WW2 has deposed 
that Sri H. Abdul Rahiman Kutty mentioned in the settlement is the 
employer in this case and that the sentence referred to above is a 
statement of fact. To prove the nature of work done by the head-load 
workers in similar industry, the union has examined two witnesses , 
WW8 is K. Abdul Rahiman, a head-load worker in C. P. Joseph & Brother, 
Provision Store Merchants, Alleppey . He has deposed that there was a 
Mooppen in the abovesaid shop who was discharged about one and a 
half years back ; that he is now called a Mooppen ; that he was employed 
by the proprietor ; that there were five other head -load workers who 
were working along with them ; that they were also employed by the 
proprietor; that they were given piece-rate wages; and that the wages 
were equally shared by all the workers and the Mooppen. WW7 is 
R. Viswambharan . He is a head-load worker in Messrs . V. 3. Company, 
Provision Store Merchants, Alleppey . He has stated that there are six 
head- load workers in the above shop ; that all of them were employed 
by the proprietor; that all the head-load work in the shop is done by 
the six workers; that he does the work of a Mooppen ; that the wages 
are piece -rate ; that the wages are equally divided by them ; that one 
of the workers was discharged by the employer some time back and 
that the same worker was given some compensation at the time of his 
discharge. This is in brief is a summary of the evidence of the union 
on the preliminary issue. The management s contention is that there is 
no connection between Hameed Pareed and Syed Mohamed Hameed 
& Sons; that both are independent concerns ; that Syed Mohamed Hemeed 
& Sons had never employed the abovesaid head-load workers ; that all 
the head- load workers were working under an independent contractor 
called Hassanar Mooppen (WW9) and that therefore there is no 
employer- employee relationship between these head-load workers and 
the management. They rely on the following items of evidence. EW1 
is Sri Muthukrishnan . He is a wholesale provision dealer of eleven years 
standing. He is a graduate of the Madras University who has invested 
more than Rs. 30,000 in his business . He would say that the loading and 
unloading work in his concern is done on contract basis ; that the whole 
work is entrusted to an independent contractor who is called a Mooppen ; 
that the Mooppen engages his own workmen under him ; that he Joes not 
know who these workmen are ; that the wages for the contract are given 
to the Mooppen ; that there is no employer-employee relationship between 
himself and the loading and unloading workers in his shop ; that for 
carrying goods purchased by customers from his shop to the vallom , the 
Mooppens are paid by the customers themselves; that in some cases it 
is included in the bill of invoice issued by him and realised from his 
customers and that he knows of no other system of loading and unloading 
work prevaient at Alleppey . EW2 is Iydroo Marakaru . 

He is the 
Mooppen in the shop run by Mr. Manavala Reddiyar at Alleppey. 
Iydroo Marakaru would depose that the loading and unloading work 
in his shop is done by him on contract basis ; that he engages his own 
head-load workers under him ; that they are paid by him and that there 
is no employer -employee relationship between his workers and Mr. 
Manavala Reddiyar. EW3 is Kassim Oommer. He is one of the partners 
of Ahamed Kunju Kassim & Sons, one of the leading provision store 
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merchants at Alleppey. He has stated that the loading and unloading 
work in his shop is done on contract basis by Mooppens that there is no 
employer-employce relationship between the head -load workers and 
him ; that he inaintains records under the Shops and Establishments Act; 
that the names of Mooppens and their workmen are not included in the 
records maintained under the shops and Establishments Act; that this 
practice has been going on for a long time; that he knows of no other 
system of loading and unloading work prevalent at Alleppey: that the 
amounts given to Mooppens are shown in his account; that the amounts re 
ceived by the other workers will not be shown in his account book ; that 
the head-load workers doing work in the shop go to other shops also 
for doing such work and that there is no employer-employee relation 
ship between himself and the head-load workers in his shop. He has 
invested more than a lakh of Rupees in his business and he is paying 
Rs. 5,000 income tax. EW4 is Mr. P. A. Raja . He is a trade union 
worker. He is the President of the Marine Workers Union , Alleppey, 
one of the leading union of port workers. He is also the Hon . General Secre 
tary of the Alleppey Food Grains Merchants Association. He has deposed 
that the loading and unloading work at the Alleppey port is done on 
contract basis ; that Mooppens take the work on contract basis ; that the 
Mooppens employ their head-load workers; that the head-load workers 
at the Alleppey Port are members of his union ; that the wages for 
loading and unloading work are fixed with the contractors; that the con 
tractors give wages to the head -load workers ; that their work is also 
being supervised by the contractors ; and that this is the system of 
loading and unloading work in the Pandakasalas and other concerns at 
Alleppey . The above is a summary of the management s evidence on 
the point. Now in the first place I have to consider whether the head 
load workers involved in this case had been employed by Syed Mohamed 
Hameed & Sons. The union s definite contention is that these head- load 
workers were first employed by the concern , Hameed Pareed ; that Syed 
Mohamed Hameed & Sons and Hameed Pareed are one and the same 
concern ; that Syed Mohamed Hameed & Sons is a continuation of Hameed 
Pareed ; and that when Syed Mohamed Hameed & Sons was started in 
the new place , they brought with them these head -load workers who were 
working under Hameed Pareed. Sri Hameed Pareed, the proprietor of 
Hameed Pareed has been examined as WW11 and Sri II. Abdul Rahiman 
Kutty the managing partener of Messrs. Syed Mohamed Hameed & Sons 
has been examined as ww1. Hameed Pareed and H. Abdul Rahiman 
Kutty are brothers . Hameed Pareed started his own business under 
the name and style " Hameed Pareed" in 1955 in the Market Ward , 
Alleppey. That was his individual business . Syed Mohamed Hameed & 
Sons is a Registered Partnership . The Partnership was registered on 
22-3-1958. The Partners were Hameed Pareed, Hameed Abdul Rahiman 
Kutty and Syed Mohamed Hameed acting for the benefits of his minor 
son Hameed Abdul Wahab . The Partnership commenced business on 
1-4-1958. The capital of the partnership was Rs. 2 lakhs and its business 
was in provisions, rice, Agency goods, petrol and petrolium products. 
The preamble to the Partnership deed , began with the sentence. " Where 
as Hameed Pareed was carrying on business in provisions and rice 
at Alleppey, and whereas Hameed Abdul Rahiman Kutty was managing 
the business of Mohamed Sherif & Co. at Mattar.cherry, Cochin and 
whereas it is desired for the successful working , business the two parties 
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should join together and put their joint efforts into the business and 
so on " . It is clear from the above that before the formation of this 
partnership Hameed Pareed and Abdul Rahiman Kutty were carrying 
on independent business . The union in support of its contention that 
" Hameed Pareed" was also a partnership concern consisting of Hameed 
Pareed and H. Abdul Rahiman Kutty has relied on the sworn testimony 
of Hameed Pareed in small cause No. 21. of 1958 on the file of the 
Alleppey Principal Sub -Court on 29-5-1959. The attested copy of this 
deposition has been maked as Ext. W8. The union relied on the follow 
ing portion of his testimony in Ext. W8" . " Myself and my brothers are 
partners in business. The business was started ten, twelve years ago. 
It still goes on . The partnership is registered now since 

one year 
Its registered name is Syed Mohamed Hameed & Sons. 
The unregistered partnership was run in St. George Street, Market Ward 
Alleppey. The registered partnership is in Municipal Ward in a separate 
building" . Even accepting the abovesaid testimony, it would not 
show that Hameed Pareed and Syed Mohamed Hameed & Sons are one 
and the same concern . It is true that Hameed Pareed has sowrn in Ext. 
W8 that his business in Market Ward was a partnership concern . 

But 
before me Hameed Pareed would say that it was his individual concern. 
Take it for granted that Hameed Pareed was a partnersip , it does not 
mean H. Abdul Rahiman Kutty was a partner in it because it is clearly 
stated in the Partnership Deed of Syed Mohamed Hameed & Sons that both 
were carrying on separate business up till then , the one at Alleppey and 
the other at Mattancherry Cochin . Moreover it has been brought out 
in evidence that the business named Hameed Pareed continued to function 
even after the formation of Syed Mohamed Hameed & Sons. Exts. W10 
to W16 are the ledger and journal of Hameed Pareed from 1955-1958. 
Mr. H. Abdul Rahiman Kutty has also produced his income tax assess 
ment orders for the years 1956-57, 1957-58 and 1958-59. They have 
been marked as Ext. El series. In the assessment order for 1955-56 it 
is stated that in that year Abdul Rahiman Kutty is the sole proprietor 
of Mohamed Sherif & Co. at Mattancherry Cochin . In the assessment 
order for 1957-58 under his other sources of income an amount of 
Rs. 4,060 has also been added as interest from Mr. Hameed Pareed as 
per accounts. Similarly in the assessment order for 1958-59, under his 
other sources of income we get the entry " Interest from Sri Hameed 
Pareed, Alleppey, returned by the assessee " under business Rs. 5,178" . 
These entries would show that Abdul Rahiman Kutty had no share in 
the business of Hameed Pareed . For the reasons stated above I am 
unable to accept the contention of the union that Hameed Pareed and 
Syed Mohamed Hameed & Sons are one of the same concern and that the 
latter is a continuation of the former . I find that both are absolutely inde 
pendent concerns having no connection whatsoever. Abdul Rahiman 
Kutty has admitted that some of the staff members of Syed Mohamed 
Hameed & Sons had come from Hameed Pareed and some others from 
Mohamed Sherif & Co. Mattancherry. That is borne out by evidence 
also. But with regard to head -load workers Abdul Rahiman Kutty has 
clearly stated that he had not employed any one of them and that the 
loading and unloading work in his concern were given to Hassanar 
Mooppen on contract. Hameed Pareed has also stated in unambiguous 
terms that in Hameed Pareed, he had no head-load workers and that 
he had also entrusted his unloading work to Hassanar Mooppen on 
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contract basis . Ext. E3 the attendence Register of Hameed Pareed does not 
contain the name of the head -load workers. When Hameed Pareed 
and Syed Mohamed Hameed & Sons are proved to be independent con 
cerns, the theory put forward by the union that the Head -load workers 
were brought over to Syed Mohamed Hameed & Sons from Hameed 
Pareed in continuation of their previous service must necessarily fall 
to the ground. I am unable to believe ww9, WW4, Ww5, Ww6 and 
WW3, when they say that they were employed by Abdul Rahiman 
Kutty in Syed Mohamed Hameed & Sons. The fact that Abdul Rahiman 
Kutty had not employed these head-load workers in Syed Mohamed 
Hameed & Sons, would by itself cut at the root of the unions case and 
make them non suited . Coupled with that, there is overwhelming evi 
dence in this case to show that the head - loader s in this case are only 
contract labour. I do not find any reason to disbelieve the versions 
given by Messrs P. A. Raja, Muthukrishnan , and Ahamed Kunju Kassim 
Oommar. They are all reliable witnesses . It is difficult for me to be 
lieve the versions given by the head- load workers and the other union 
witnesses with regard to the nature of their duties qua the employer. 
I disbelieve them . In the circumstances my findings are : 

(1) The head -load workers involved in this case are not workmen 

es defined by the I. D. Act 1947. 
(ii) That there is no emloyer-employee relationship between 

these head - load workers and the management in this case. 
The result is that there is no Industrial Dispute with regard to the 
head - load workers, and that I have no jurisdiction to adjudicate their 
claims. The preliminary objection raised by the management is upheld . 
Found accordingly . 

(6 ) As I have found the jurisdictional issue in favour of the 
management I do not go into the merits of the issues. Found accordingly. 

( 7 ) I pass this award in terms indicated above. No order as to 
costs. The award will come into operation from the date of its publl 
cation in the official Gazette . 
Alleppey, 

K. SHAHUL HAMEED , 
28-11-1960 . 

Industrial Tribunal. 
I. D. No. 29159. 

LIST OF WITNESSES AND EXHIBITS 
Witnesses for the Workomen . 

WW1 Sri H Abdul Rahiman Kutty . 
WW2 V. K. Peethambharan . 
WW3 Mackayi Meeravu 
WW4 Kochumohamed . 
WW5 Moidu P. P. 
WW6 Moideen Kutty Pareed. 
WW7 R. Viswambharan . 
WW8 K. K. Abdul Rahiman . 
ww9 S. Hassanaru Mooppen . 
WW10 Varghese Thundiyil. 
WW11 Hameed Pareed . 
G. 3722 


21 


11 


23 


14 


93 


W4 


3 


93 


Exhibits for the Union : 
Ext . W1 Files received from the District Labour Officer, Alleppey 

W2 Memorandum of settlement dated 18-8-1957. 
W3 Letter dated 11-12-1958 from the Assistant Labour Officer, 

to the District Labour Officer, Alleppey . 

Register of employment ( Page 4 ). 
W5 Petition filed by three workers . 
W6 

Do. dated 12-10-1959. 
W7 Copy of Demand Letter dated 3-3-1958 from the Union 

to the Management.. 
W8 Attested copy of the deposition of Sri Hameed Pareed 

before the Sub - Court , Alleppey . 
W9 Certificate dated 23-8-1958 from Sri Kuruvilla to Sri 

Pareed . 
W10 

MODO QJg70724de of Messrs. Hameed Pareed for the year 

1956-57. 
W11 Ledger of Hameed Pareed for the year 1956-57. 
W12 MD QJ011 . of Hameed Pareed for the year 1956-57 . 
W13 Do 

Do. 
W14 Ledger of Hameed Pareed for the year 1955-56 . 
W15 Do. 

for the year 1957-58 . 
W16ODooj anjos " for the year 1957-58 . 
Witnesses for the Management . 

EW1 Sri V. Muthukrishnan . 
EW2 Idru Marakkaru Mooppen . 
EW3 

Kassim Oommer, 
EW4 P. A. Raja . 
E.chibits for the Management. 
Ext E1 Assessment order dated 9-1-1959 . 

E2 Office copies of the Assistant Labour Officer s files . 
E3 Attendance Register of Hameed Pareed from 12-9-1957. 
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PARTI 

NOTIFICATION 

Health and Labour Department. 
No. L4-89301 /60-1/ H & LD . 

Dated, Trivandrum , 17th December 1960. 
The award of the Industrial Trib inal, Alleppey in respect of 
the dispute between P. K. Parameswaran Pillai, Kuppakayam 
Rubber Tactory of the Travancore Rubber & Tea Co., Ltd., 
Mundakayam and the General Manager Travancore Rubber & 
Tea Co., Ltd., Mundakayam , received by Government on 
15-12-1960 is her by published under Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 ( Central Act XIV of 1947). 

By order of the Governor, 

V. V. JOSEPH , 

Secretary . 
Before the Industrial Tribunal, Alleppey 

Present: 
SRI K. SIIAHUL HAMEED , B. A. L. T. & B. L., 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 32 of 1960 

Between 
SRI P.K. PARAMESWARAN PILLAI, 
KUPPAKAYAM RUBBER FACTORY OF THE TRAVANCORE RUBBER 
AND TEA CO., LTD ., MUNDAKAYAM (COMPLAINANT) . 

And 
THE GENERAL MANAGER , 
TRAVANCORE RUBBER AND TEA Co , LTD., MUNDAKAYAM 

( OPPOSITE PARTY ) . 
Representation : 
For Complainant: 
Sri K. bhanu, Regional Secretary, Estates Staffs Union of 

South India, Kottayam . 
For Opposite Party : 
Mr. K L Kershaw , GeneralManager, T. R. & Tea Co., Ltd., 

Mundakayam represented by Sri M. J. John , 
Advocate,M /s. Joseph and Markos, Lawyers , Kottayam . 

AWARD 
1. This is a complaint filed under Section 33A of the 
Industrial Disputes Act 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947 ) . 
Sri P. K. Parameswaran Pillai of the Kuppakkayam Rubber 
Factory of the TR. & T. Co.,Ltd., Mundakayam is the Complain 
ant. Mr. K. L. Kershaw , GeneralManager of T R & T. Co., Ltd., 
Mundakayam is the posite Party The Complaint was filed on 
6-10 1960 The allegations in the Complaint were these: The 
Opposite Party has been guilty in violating Section 33 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act by discharging the Complainant on 
23-8-1960 without getting the express permission or approval of 
this Tribunal as contemplated under the abovesaid Act after 
conducting a so called enquiry on the 10th , 11th and 12th 
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August 1960 based on some flimsy and artificial charges. By 
thus discharging the Complainant during the pendency of 
Industrial Dispute No. 35 of 1959 before this Tribunal in which 
the Complainant is concern d , the Opposite Party har altered the 
con itions of service of the Complainant to his predjudice and 
the Complainant, therefore prayed that the Tribunal be pleased 
to direct the Opposite Party to reinstate the Complainant to his 
original post with all back wages , coatinuity of service and with 
costs . 

2. The Opposite Party filed his objections on 28-10-1960. 
He stated his cotentions as follows: - The Complaint is not 
legally maintain able The Oppo.ite Party has not violated any 
of the provisions of Section 33 of the Industrial Disputes Act . 
The Complaint does not state whether the acts of misconduct 
for which the Complainant has been discharge i from service is : 
connected with the dispute in I. D. No. 35/59 or not. The 
Complaint does not specifically state as to how the opposite 
party has violated Section 33 of the Industrial Disputes Act. 
The issue referred in I D.No. now pending before this 
Tribunalis regarding revision of wages of the Complainant. 
The Complainant has been discharged from Service in 
accordance with the standing orders applicable to the Com 
plainant and after a proper enquiry for cer air serious acts of 
misconduct like absence from duty without le .ve (he was absent 
on one occasion for more than ten consecutive ays) , disob - di 
ence of lawfui orders of the Complainant s superiors and using 
abusive language subversive to discipline against his superior 
the Rubber maker. The above are clearly acts of misconduct not 
in any way connected with the cispure in I D. 35/39. To dis 
charge the cornp ainant from service in acco dance with the 
standing orders no express permission or the Tribunal is there 
fore required . What is required under Section 33 is only the 
Tribunal s approval for whi h appli ation has already been made 
by the opposite party as miscellaneous petition No. 4 of 1960. 
The acts of misconduct are also not flunsy or artificial as all - ged 
by the Complainant. It is thus clear that the o posite party has 
not contravened the provisions of Section 33 of the Industrial 
Dispute . Act and as such the Complaint is not maintainable 
under Section 33A of the ladustrial Disputes At Tribunal bus 
no jurisdiction to enquire into the petition . Che Complainant is 
als not entitled to be reinstated with or without back was 
either in law or on facts especially considering the seriousness 
of t einisconduct committed by him . On the above aid grounds 
the Opposite Party prayed that the Complaint be dismissed with 
eosts . 

3. When the Complaint came up for evidence and hearing 
on 16-11-1360 the Coinpiainant stated in wiiting that he does not 
press the Complaint and prayed that he may be allowed to with 
draw the sanie . Norice was given to the Opposite Party s 
Advocate Mr. M. J. John. He had no objection . Therefore the 
prayer was allowed . In the circumstance the Cumplaint wll 
stanu dismissed . No order as lo costs . Awarded accordingly . 
Alleppyey . 

K SHAHUL HAMEED , 
12-12-1960. 

Industrial Tribunal. 
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Health and Labour Department 

(Labour ) 

NOTIFICATION 
No. L4-89300 /60-1/HLD . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 17th December 1960. 
The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Alleppey in respect of 
the dispute between the Manager, Tyforl Tei Cimpany Ltd., 
Vembanad Estate . Fairfieid P. and their workmen re 
presented by the General Secretary , High Lani Plantation 
Labour Union , Elappara received by Government on 15- 2-1930 
is hereby published under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 ( Central Act XIV of 1947) . 

By order of the Governor, 

V. V. JOSEPH , 

Secretary . 


Before the Industrial Tribunal, Alleppey. 

Present: 
SRI K. SHAHUL HAMEED B. A., L. T., & B. L., 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 52 of 1953 

Between 

THE MANAGER, 
TYFORD TEA COMPANY LTD ., VEMBANAD ESTATE, 

FAIKFIELD P. O., 

And 

THE WORKERS OF 
THE SAID COMPANY REPRESENTED BY THE GENERAL SECRETARY , 

HIGHLAND PLANTATION LABOUR UNION , ELAPPARA . 
Representation : 
For Management: -Sri A. V. Narayana Swami, Manager of the 

Company represented by Sri T. V. Yegnes 
waran , Hon Law Officer, Central Travan 

core Planters Association ,Kottayam . 
For Union : -Sri N. Sreekanlan Nair and Sri K. S. Subra 

manyam , President and Vice -President 
respectively of the Union . 

AWARD 
( 1) The above said dispute was referred to this Tribunal 
for adjudication under Section 10 (2 ) of the Industrial Disputes 
Act (Central Act XIV of 1947) by Government Order 
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No. L4-40641/59 dated 3-8-1959. The matters in dispute between 
the parties as mentioned in the annexure to the Order of Re 
ference were the following: 
" (i) Whether the wage deduction effected by the 

Management is justifiable or not and to what reliefs 

are the workers entitled in either case ? 
( ii) Whether the workmen are entitled to the payment 

of way expenses when they proceed on their annual 
leave and if so what should be the mode of pay 

ment ? " 
(2 ) Parties entered appearance . They have filed their 
usual statements. The Union filed their Claim Statement on 
26-9-1959. The written statement of the Management was 
submitted on 27-10-1959. A replication was put in by the Union 
on 24-11-1959. The Union has examined five witnesses (WW1 
to WW5) and marked Exts. W1 to W10. The Management has 
examined two witnes es (EW1 and EW2) and marked Exts. El 
to E11. Before the Management had closed their evidence , the 
parties have set led their differences out of Court and filed the 
following Compromise Petition in Court on 2-12-1960. 
Before the Industrial Tribunal Alleppey 

In 
I. D.No. 52 OF 1959 

Between 

THE MANAGER , 
Twyford Tea Co. Ltd., Vembanad Estate, Fairfield P. O., 

And 

THE WORKERS OF 
the said Company represented by the General Secretary, 

Highland Plantation Labour Union , Elappara P. O. 
JOINT PETITION FILED BY THE MANAGEMENT AND THE 

H. P. L. UNION IN THE ABOVE CASE . 
The dispute in this case has been settled between the 
parties out of Court in the following manner: 

1. The Union agrees that the strike on 25-11-1958 was with 
out proper notice and regrets that and the incidents that 
followed it. TheManagement accepts this expression of regret 
and agrees to reduce the wage-cut from 8 days to one day and 
to pay back the 7 days wages on or before 3L- 12-1960 to the 
respective workers against proper vouchers. 

2 It is agreed between both parties that way expenses for 
the return journey be paid usually by Money Order to the 
address to be given by the worker when going on leave 
once only per annum or in cash on return from leave on 
personal declaration of the worker of his /her having utilised 
the leave and countersigned by the Union . 


Both sides agree to suffer their respective costs. It is prayed 
that this Honourable Tribunal be pleased to pass an award to 
terms of this joint petition . 
Dated this the 2nd day of December 1960. 

A. V. Narayana Swami (Sd.) 
Manager, Twyford Group of Estates. 

T. V. Yegneswaran (Sd.) 
Law Officer, Central Travancore Planters 

Association , Kottayam . 
N. Sreekantan Nair (Sd .) 
President, H. P. L. 

Union . 
K.S. Subramanyam ( Sd.) 
Vice -President , H. P. L. 

Union . 
3. The parties signed the compromise petition in my 
presence. I am satisfied that the compromise is enuine and 
the terms embodied therein are fair and reasonable . Therefore 
I accept the compromise and pass this award in terms thereof. 
No order as to costs. This Award will come into operation 
from the date of its publication in the Official Gazette. The 
reference is answered accordingly. 
Alleppey , 

K. SHAHUL HAMEED , 
12-12-1860 . 

Industrial Tribunal. 
APPENDIX . 
Witnesses for the Workmen : 
WW1 Sri E. Ganapathy 
WW2 A. Ponnayya 
WW3 K. Pachu Pillai 
WW4 

M. D. Pappey 
WW5 R. Pitchai 

Exhibits marked for the Union : 
Ext, W1 Letter dated 24-11-1958 

W 2 Memorandum of Settlement dated 25-5-1959. 
W3 List. 
W 4 Notice for direct action dated 14-10-1958. 
W 5 Copy of Registered Notice to the Management 

dated 27-4-1959 . 
W 6 Copy of letter dated 15-12-1958 to the Deputy 

Labour Officer, Peermade. 
W7 Copy of application to Secretary to Government 

by parties dated 29-5.1959 for referring the dis 

pute to a Court. 
W 8 (Series 5 in numbers) Salary cards given to the 

Workmen by the Management. 
W 9 (Series 3 in numbers) Letter dated 26-11-1958 

from the Manager to the Union . 
W10 Card issued by the Company to Sri R. Pitchai 

(Card No. 50 in the additional list) . 


22 


12 


09 


59 


. 


90 
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Witnesses for the Management. 
EWI Sri 0. C. Mathew . 
EW2 T. P. Kurien . 

Exhibits for the Management. 
Ext. E 1 Letter dated 24-11-1958 . 

E 2 Application form dated 17-3-1959. 
E 3 Memorandum of settlement dated 4-2-1959. 
E 4 True copy of Ext . W4 sent to the Management. 
E 5 Letter dated 5-12-1958 signed by Mr. Rajaram . 
E 6 Letter from Manager dated 18-10-1958 to General 

Secretary , Highland Plantation Labour Union , 

Elappara. 
E 7 Proceedings of the joint conference held in the 

Tyford Estate Office on 7-5-1955. 
E 8 Circular No. 472 dated 20-1-1955 issued by the 

A. P. K. to the members . 
E 9 Circular No. 416 dated 21-10-1953 issued by the 

A. P. K , to the Estate , 
E 10 Circular No. 421 dated 17-11-1953 issued by the 

A.P.K. to the Estate. 
E 11 Circular No. 459 dated 13-11-1954 issued by the 

A. P.K. to the Estate . 


. 
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Health and Labour Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. L4-88646 /60-1 / H & LD . 

Dateà , Trivandrum , 17th December 1960. 
The award of the Labour Court, Quilon in respect of the 
dispute between the Management of Mar Athanesius College , 
Kothamangalam , and their workmin represented by the Kerala 
Private College Ministerial Staff Association , Changanacherry 
received by Government on 13-12-1960 is hereby published under 
Se :tion 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act 
XIV of 1947 ) . 

By order of the Governor, 

V. V. JOSEPH 

Secretary . 
Before the Labour Court, Quilon 

Present: 
SRI P. SANKU PILLAI, B. A. & B. L. 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 25/60 

Between 
THE MANAGEMENT OF 
MAR ATHANESIUS COLLEGE, KOTHAMANGALAM 

And 

THE WORKMEN OF THE 
COLLEGE REPRESENTED BY THE KERALA PRIVATE COLLEGE 
MINISTERIAL STAFF ASSOCIATION , CHANGANACHERRY. 

AWARD 
This industrial dispute between the above parties was 
referred to me by Government for adjudication under Section 
10 ( 1 ) (c ) of the Industrial Disputes Act of 1917 ( Central Act 
xiy of 1947) by Order Vo : L4-31968 /60 / H & LD dated 3-6-1960 . 
The question referred for adjudication relates to : 

" Dismissal of Peon Sri V.M.Makkar " 
Pursuant to the issue of the summonses , the parties have 
filed in their respective statements. On 6-12-1960 , to which date 
the case stood posted for evidence atKottayam Camp, the parties 
have jointly filed a compromise petition settling the dispute 
between them , and it is given below as an Annexure . 

I accept the above compromise petition and pass an award 
in terms of the same, and the Annexure given below will form 
part of the award . 
Quilon , 

P. SANKU PILLAI, 
9-12-1960. 

Presiding Officer . 
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ANNEXURE 
In the Labour Court, Quilon 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO. 25 OF 1960 

Between 
The Management of Mar Athanesius College , 

Kothamangalan 

And 
The workmen of the College represente 1 by the Kerala 
Private College Micis erial Staff Association , 

Changanacherry . 

COMPROMISE PETITION 
filed by M : J. John . Advocate for the management ofMar 
Athanesius College , Kothamangalam and K.M. Antony, General 
Secretary, Kerala Private College Ministerial: Staff Federation , 
Changanacherry on behalf of the Kerala Private College Mini 
sterial Staff Assiciation , Changanacherry . 

The parties in the above dispute have agreed to the termina 
tion of service of peon Sri. V. S.Makkar (mentioned in the 
Reference Order No. L - 4 /31968 /6 ) , H & LD dated 3-6-1960 as 
V.M. Makkar ) in the Mar Athanesius College, Kotha naagalam 
with effect from 17- L0-1359 The management has agreed to 
treat the order of dismissal served on the said Shri V. S. Makkar 
as one of discharge and has also agreed to pay Shri Makkar 
Rs. 250 as ex gratia payment on or before 20-12-1960 which 
amount Snri V. S.Mokkar has agreed to accept in full seule 
ment of all his claims against the management . 

It is therefore prayed that an Award may be passed on the 
above terms. 
Kottayam , 

( Sd .) 
6-12-1960 . 

M. J. JOHN, 

Abyocate for the Management. 
( Sd. ) 

K M. ANTONY, 
General Secretary, Kerala Private College Ministerial 

Staff rederation on behalf of Rerala 
Private College Mini terial Staff 
Association . 

( Sd .) 
y . S.MAKKAR . 
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NOTIFICATION 
No. 84742L260-1/HLD . 

Dated, Trivandrum , 5th December 1960. 
The award of the Industrial Tribunal,Trivandrum in respect of the 
dispute between the Management of the Punalur Paper Mills Limited , 
Punalur, and their workmen represented by the Punalur Paper Mills 
Staff Association , Punalur received by Government on 1-12-1960 is hereby 
published under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central 
Act XIV of 1947 ) . 

By order of the Governor, 

V. V. JOSEPH , 

Secretary. 
Before the Court of the Industrial Tribunal, Trivandrum 

Present : 
SRI K. PURUSHOTHAMAN NAIR , B.A. & B.L. 
Industrial Tribunal, Trivandrum 

193 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 19| 1960 

Between 
THE MANAGEMENT OF 
THE PUNALUR PAPER MILLS LIMITED, PUNALUR 

And 

THE WORKMEN OF 
THE ABOVE CONCERN REPRESENTED BY THE PUNALUR PAPER MILLS 

STAFFS ASSOCIATION , PUNALUR . 
Representations: 
1. Sri K. V. R. Shenoi of Messrs. Menon & Pai, On behalf of the 
Advocates, Ernakulam . 

Management. 
2. Sri C. M. Stephen , President, The Punalur On behalf of the 
Paper Mills Limited Staff Association , Punalur. Workmen . 

AWARD 
The dispute in this case is between the Management of the Punalur 
Paper Mills Limited, Punalur and the workmen of the concern represented 
by the Punalur Paper Mills Limited Staff Association , and the same was 
referred for adjudication to this Tribunal by Order No. 21876 |L.2/60-11 
H & LD dated 25-4-1960. The only matter referred relates to the fixation 
of the salaries of two employees, Sri D. Mahadevan and Sri T. C. Jose . 

2. The question of fixation of the salaries of the two employees 
mentioned above happened to be referred under the following circum 
stances . Messrs. D. Mahadevan and T. C. Jose were appointed as tem 
porary finishing clerks on a basic pay of Rs. 43 plus D. A. of Rs. 35 
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for an initial period of 6 months from 17-1-1957 and 19-1-1957 res 
pectively. On 1-8-1957 the Management extended the services of the 
two clerks for a further period of 3 months from 17-7-1957 and 19-7-1957 
respectively . They were also given 10 % increase in their basic salary 
with effect from 1-8-1957 on the basis of a mediation agreement entered 
into between the Management and the Association . 

Subsequently by Office note dated 5-11-1957 the services of these 
employees were terminated with effect from 1st December, 1957. In 
March 1958 the Management again appointed Sri D. Mahadevan as Min 
Typist and Sri T. C. Jose as Mill Clerk , each on 3 months probation . 
They were placed in the Mill grade for Clerks and Typists and given the 
basic salary of Rs. 43. The demand of the Association is that they 
may be given the salary they were drawing on the date of the termina 
tion of their services in December 1957 viz ., Rs. 47.30. 
2. The Association would base the demand on three grounds : 

( 1) On grounds of social justice and equity. Mere technical break 
in the service of the employees brought about by the unilateral action 
of the Management ought not to have the result of effecting a cut in 
the salary they were drawing last. 

( 2 ) The employees were given the benefit of an increase in their 
basic salary by 10 % by virtue of a negotiated agreement which the 
Management had no right to take away when they were re- employed 
in March , 1958 . 

( 3 ) The termination of the services of these employees was an act 
of retrenchment and so they are entitled to have the salary which they 
were drawing last, when reappointed. 

3. The Management in its counter statement has opposed the demand 
on the following grounds : 

( 1 ) The two employees were first appointed as clerks for tem 
porary work in the Finishing Section for a temporary. period. They 
were employed on the specific condition that their temporary services 
would be discontinued when the period or extended period of temporary 
appointment was over. Their temporary services were required only 
up to 30-11-1957 and were discontinued with effect from 1-12-1957. In 
the meanwhile they along with the rest of the employees in the Mills 
were given the benefit of 10 % increase in their basic salary as per 
the mediation settlement. 


( 2 ) After the services of these two persons were discontinued in 
December 1957, two permanent vacancies of a typist in the Engineering 
and Paper Making Section and of a clerk in the Engineering Office 
arose in March 1958 and on applications received from them Sri 
D. Mahadevan was appointed in the vacancy of the typist and Sri 
T. C. Jose in the vacancy of the clerk on a basic salary of Rs. 43 
which was the starting salary of Mill Grade staff. The appointments 
of both of them were not in continuation of their earlier temporary appo 
inments for temporary work . 

( 3 ) The employees are not entitled to get Rs. 47.30 which they 
were getting at the time of the discontinuance of their temporary service 
in November , 1957 as the appointments in March , 1958 were fresh 
appointments in different departments totally unconnected with their 
previous temporary service. 
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(4) The discontinuance of the temporary services of these ensployees 
would not amount to retrenchment and even if it amounted to a notice 
of retrenchment that will not sustain the demand to start them on a 
salary of Rs. 47.30. 

(5 ) The employees are not entitled to the benefit of the 10 % increase 
given to them on 1-8-1957 and the demand raade on their behalf is 
unsustainable . 

4. Sri C. M. Stephen , the President of the Association argued that 
the employees are entitled to have their salary fixed at Rs. 17.30 - 
from the respective dates of their appointment in March , 1958 on the 
grounds mentioned in the statement of the Union . It was pointed out on 
behalf of the employees that though they were appointed at first only 
for a period of 6 months they, on account of their being allowed to 
continue in service after the expiry of the stipulated period of 6 
months without any fresh order extending their term , have acquired 
the status of permanency and that since their break in service was 
only for a short period of 3 months, it is only just and equitable that 
they should have been started on Rs. 47.30 at the time of their appoint 
ment in March 1958. I do not think that arguments based on social 
justice can prevail in cases where appointments are made on specific 
terms of contract. Here the orders of appointment as evidenced by 
Ext. M3 and W1 Office notes make it clear that both the employees 
were appointed as temporary finishing clerks for an initial period of 
6 months. Further the employees have executed declaration forms in 
which they undertook to serve the Company for the initial period of 
6 months or for the period, if any , to be extended by the Company and 
not to raise any claim on the Company on that account. ( Vide Exts . 
M1 and M3) . The services of Sri D. Mahadevan and Sri T. C. Jose were 
to expire on 17-7-1957 and 19-7-1957 respectively but they were allowed 
to continue as temporary clerks and the Management by Ext. M5 Ofice 
note extended their services for a further period of 3 months. Then 
on 5-11-1957 the Management put up office note (Ext. M6) informing 
the employees that their services will be terminated with effect from 1st 
December , 1957. Thus it is not correct to say that the employees were 
allowed to continue service after the expiry of 6 months without 
any order extending their services. It is true that Exts. M5 and M6 
orders were passed a few days after the periods as originally notified have 
expired . But it could not be construed that because they were allowed to 
continue in service for a few days more than the periods specified in 
Exts. M5 and M6, the nature of their employment has changed or that 
they have thereby acquired the status of permanency. The Association , it 
must be noted, has no case that the termination of the services of the 
employees in November, 1957 was not proper or uncalled for. It is 
not also disputed that the temporary work for which these persons 
were employed has ceased and their services were not required from 
1st December, 1957. So a break in their service will be inevitable . 
Since these employees have put in service in the Mills their case was 
considered when permanent vacancies arose in March , 1958 and they 
were preferred to fresh applicants. By Ext. M8 and M9 orders Sri 
Mahadevan and Sri. Jose were appointed as Typist and Clerks res 
pectively each on probation for 3 months. The grades of pay of the 
various categories of employees are governed by Ext. M10 conciliation 
settlement and as fresh employees they can lay claim only to the pay 
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fixed for clerks and typists, in Ext. M10. It is true that while they 
were in the service of the Mill in 1957 as temporary clerks they were 
also given the benefit of an icrease by 10 % of the basic pay of clerks 
in pursuance of a mediation settlement and that they were thereby 
receiving Rs. 47.30 at the time of their termination of service . This 
they would have been entitled to , had they continued in service without 
break . But once the break in service is admitted and the employec3 
have accepted the fresh offer of appointment they will be governed by 
the terms and conditions fixed for the posts in which they have been 
appointed . So the claim for the increase by 10 % of the basic 
pay of the employees can succeed only if it is shown that they as fresh 
employees are entitled to the increase under the provision of the media 
tion agreement. 

5 . Sri C. M. Stephen argued that under Clause 1 of the mediation 
agreement, (Ext. M11) the Management agreed to raise the basic 
wages of the members of the staff by 10 % and that though there is a 
subsequent clause to the effect that the existing grades of pay will 
continue to be in fonce, the effect of granting the increase in the basic 
wages will be to alter the grades of pay as well by 10 % . He urged 
that the Management moved up the maximum of the grade by giving 
the increase to those who were at the time of the agreement receiving 
the maximum and that any upward movement at the top must have its 
corresponding change at the base also. I do not think that the clause 
referred to can give scope for the interpretation sought to be made 
on it. The clause in the agreement relied on is to this effect . 
" Basic Pay : 

The Management agrees to raise the existing basic 
wages of all members of the staff by 10 per cent .The existing grades of 
pay will continue to be in force" . 

6. It is clear from the clause above that the parties wanted to keep 
intact the grades of pay and at the same time give an increase in the 
existing basic wages of all employees by 10 % . Of course employees 
who were at the time receiving the maximum will by the 10 % increase 
get higher pay than that is fixed for the grade. Whenever by agree 
ment the parties wanted to increase the basic wages of all employees 
without distinction , such exceptional cases are bound to occur which 
it would be only reasonable to treat as special cases carrying special 
pay . Anyway there is nothing in the agreement to show that the minimum 
in the grades of pay of employees has been changed and from the mere 
fact that persons then drawing the maximum in the grade got their basic 
pay pushed up above the grade, it could not be interpreted that the 
minimum fixed for the grade has undergone a corresponding change. 
Ext. M11 agreement was intended to benefit the then existing eroployees 
under the Management and the two employees under reference got the 
benefit of the increase as they were the employees of the 
Mills at the time of the agreement. As no change in the grades of 
pay of employees was envisaged under Ext . M11 and since by the 
mediation agreement the benefit of 10 % increase was restricted to 
employees who were in the service of the Company at the time of the 
agreement, persons appointed after Ext. M11 agreement will not be 
entitled to the 10 % increase, but will have to start on the minimum basic 
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wage fixed for the post. So the cmployces under reference will not 
be entitled to the 10 % increase as they were taken in as fresh employees 
in March, 1958 after a break in their service brought about by the 
termination of their services in November, 1937. They were appointed 
In the Mill grade which carries a starting basic salary of Rs. 13 and they 
can lay claim only to that. 

7. It was next urged on behalf of the Union that this in effect was 
a case of retrenchment and re- employment and the craployees under 
reference are entitled to get after re -employment the salary which 
they were getting last. According to the Management these persons 
were originally employed a3 temporary clerks for temporary work and 
the discontinuance of their service after the work for which they were 
appointed was over cannot be construed as retrenchment. It is borne 
cut from the records produced in this case and referred to carlier that the 
concerned employees were appointed for a specific term to do a specific 
work which was of a temporary nature and that they were sent out 
when the work ceased . It can also be seen from the office notes 
ing them in March, 1958 that the appointments of both of them were 
in vacancies in different departments and was not in continuation of 
their earlier appointments for temporary work or connected with their 
previous temporary service. The services of the employees were ter 
minated not on the ground of surplus age for reasons or 

economy, 
rationalisation etc., but here their services were discontinued on the 
termination of the specific temporary job for which they were appointed . 
Hence I do not think that the incidence of retrenchment will follow the 
termination of the services of the concerned employees. They in fact have 
not claimed notice pay or retrenchment compensation when their services 
were terminated in November 1957. In the applications ( Exts. M2 and 
M7) filed by them seeking employment in the permanent vacancies, they 
have not stated that they should be re-employed as retrenched per 
sonnel under Section 25 H of the Industrial Disputes Act . Ext. M8 
and M9 office notes making the appointments only go to confirm this . 
Thus it is not open to them to contend that their appointment in March 
1958 was re -employment as retrenched personnel. Even granting that 
these persons were retrenched and re- employed under Section 25H of 
the Industrial Disputes Act it does not follow that they are entitled 
to get the salary which they were paid last before retrenchment. There 
is no provision of law or rule which enjoins that persons, rc-employed 
after retrenchment should be paid their original salary irrespective of the 
post to which they are made to fill in or the pay fixed for the post. 

8. Thus viewed in any light it could not be held that ..[essrs. 
D. Mahadevan and T. C. Jose are entitled to the benefit of the 10 % 
increase given to them on 1-8-1957. It must further be held that Messrs. 
Mahadevan and Jose are entitled to get only the starting salary of 
Rs. 43 in the Mill grade for typists and clerks when they were appointed 
as typist and clerk respectively. Award passed accordingly . No order 
as to costs. 
Trivandrum , 

K. PURUSITOTITANIAN NAIR , 
Dated 30-11-1960 . 

Presiding Officer , 

Industrial Tribunal. 
G. 3691 
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1. List of witness examined on behalf of the Management. 
EW1 Sri J. G. Fritsche. 

2 . List of witness examined on behalf of the Workomen. 
WW1 Sri T. C. Jose . 

3. List of documents marked on behalf of the Management. 
Ext. M1 A copy of the declaration form for temporary appointments 

dated 19-1-1957 signed by T. C. Jose . 
M2 A copy of application dated 15-1-1958 from Sri T. C. Jose 

to the Management. 
M3 A Copy of an office note dated 27-1-1957 regarding the 

appointment of D. Mahadevan . 
M4 Copy of Declaration form for temporary appointment signed 

by Sri D. Mahadevan dated 17-1-1957. 
M5 A copy of an office note dated 1-8-1957 extending the ser 

vices of Sri D. Mahadevan and Sri T. C. Jose for a further 

period of three months. 
M6 A copy of an office note dated 5-11-1957 regarding the termi 
nation of the services 

of Sri D. Mahadevan and Sri 
T.C. Jose. 
M7 A copy of an application from Sri D. Mahadevan to the 

Management dated 17-1-1958 . 
M8 A copy of an office note from the Management dated 

17-3-1958. 
M9 

A copy of an office note from the Management dated 

4-4-1958 . 
M10 A copy of the memorandum of settlenient dated 6-11-1954. 
M11 Do. 

dated 9-8-1957. 
M12 Do. 

dated 10-8-1958 . 
M13 A copy of an office note from the Management dated 4-7-1958 

regarding the confirmation of Sri D. Mahadevan . 
M14 A copy of a letter dated 22-8-1958 from the Staff Associa 

tion to the Management. 
M15 A copy of a letter dated 11-9-1958 from the Management to 

the Staff Association . 
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4. List of Documents marked on behalf of the Workmen . 
Ext. Wi A copy of an office note from the Management dated 

18-1-1957 regarding the appointment of Sri r . C. Jose. 


Kerala Gazette No. 51 dated 27th December 1960 . 
PART I 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Public Works Department (Transport- B ) 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 91046 / 60-2 / PW . ( TB . 1). 

Dated , Trivandrum , 16th December 1960 . 
S.R 0. 121 /60. - In exercise of the powers conferred by rule 
466 of the Travancore - Cochin Motor Vehicles Rules , 1952, the 
Govern nent of Kerala hereby exempt the vehicle detailed below , 
belonging to the Peechi Transports, Trichur from the provision 
of rule 402 of the said Rules. 

DETAILS 
Make - Chevrolet 
Model - 1960 
Engine No. - 3277034 
Chassis No. - HMC. 6702/1564 
Wheel base - 1365 
Overall length - 29 ft. 

By order of the Governor , 
K , K. RAMANKUTTY, 

Secretary . 


G. 9883 
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PART I 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Public Works Department (Transport- B ) 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 91043/60-2 / PW (TB1). 

Dated , Trivandrum , 16th December 1960. 
S. R. O. 122 /60.- In exercise of the powers conferred by 
Rule 466 of the Travancore- Cochin Motor Vehicles Rules 1952. 
the Government of Kerala hereby exempt the vehicles detailed 
below belonging to the Nallappa Transports (Branch ) Trichur 
from the provisions of rules 386 and 402 and rule 402 respectively 
of the said rules. 

DETAILS 
I. Registration No. - KLP . 1414 

Overall length - 28 

Seating capacity - 42 in all. 
VEHICLE II. 
Make and Model - 1960 - Tata Mercedes Benz . 
Engine No. - 312978060 1222 
Chassis No. - 312080060 4174 
Overall length - 28 

By order of the Governor, 
K. K. RAMANKUTTY, 

Secretary . 
G. 3882 . 
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PART 1 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Public Works Department (Transport-B ) 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 91574 /60-2 /PW . (TB.1) . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 19th December 1960 . 
S.R.O. 123 /60. - In exercise of the powers conferred by 
rule 466 of the Travancore- Cochin Motor Vehicles Rules, 1952, 
the Government of Kerala hereby exempt the vehicle detailed 
below belonging to the Siva Prasad Motor Service , Kayamkulam 
from Rule 402 of the said Rules . 

DETAILS 
Make - Tata Mercedes Benz 
Engine No. - 312 978 060 1247 
Chassis No. - 312 080 060 4237 
Wheel base - 190 " 
Overall length - 28 ft. 

By order of the Governor , 
KK RAMANKUTTY 

Secretary . 


G. 3900 


Kerala Gazette No. 51 dated 27th December 1960. 
PART I 

Revenue (H ) Department 

NCTIFICATION 
G. O. MS. No. 1022 /Rev./60 . 

Dated, Trivandrum , 9th December 1960 . 
S. R. O. No. 124,60 . - In exercise of the powers conferred by 
Section 78 of the Indian Registration Act, 1908 (Act XVI of 
1908) , the Government of Kerala hereby make the following 
amendment to the Notification No. R ( K ) 1-2353, 58 / RD ., dated 
30-4-1958 published in Part I of the Kerala Gazette dated 
6-5-1958 namely : 

AMENDMENT 
In the said notification , the following proviso, shall be added 
to clause ( C ) of Article 1 : 

“ Provided that document so framed as to come within 
two or more descriptions shall, where the fee chargeable 
thereunder are different, be chargeable only with the highest 
of such fees. 

By order of the Governor, 
C. K. KERALA VARMA, 

Secretary . 


G. 3680 


Kerala Gazette No. 51 dated 27th December 1960. 
PART I 

Industries ( D ) Department . 

NOTIFICATION . 
No. 43198-D1/ 50 / ID . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 21st December 1960 . 
S.R.O. 125/60 . The following draft of certain amendments 
to the rules for the grant of loans of Handloom Weavers Co 
operative Societies for financing share capital of weavers 
published in Part I Section ii of the Gazette dated 27th May , 
1958, under notification No. 913 /57 / ID , A2 dated 21st May 1958 
which the Government ofKerala propose to make in exercise 
of the powers conferred by Sections 36 and 98 of the Travancore 
Cochin Co-operative Societies Act, 1951 ( Act X of 1952) and 
Sections 31 and 65 of the Madras Co -operative Sucieties Act, 
1932 (Act VI of 1932) is hereby published for the information 
of all persons likely to be affected thereby as required by sub 
section ( 3 ) of section 96 of the T.C. Co -operative Societies Act, 
1951 and sub Section (3 ) of section 65 of the Madras Co -operative 
Societies Act , 1932. Notice is hereby given that the said draft 
will be taken into consideration after fifteen days and that any 
objections or suggestions which may be received from any 
person with respect to the said draft before the date specified 
above will be considered by the Government. Objections and 
suggestions may be addressed to the Director of Industries and 
Commerce , Trivandrum . 

In the said rules 
( 1 ) for the words and brackets " Joint Director of Indus 
tries and Commerce (Handloom )" wherever they occur, the 
words " the Regional Joint Director of Industries and Commerce 
of the area concerned" shall be substituted . 

( 2 ) for the words " Handloom Development Officer" 
wherever they occur, the words “ District Industries Officer " 
shall be substituted. 

By order of the Governor, 

P. VELU PILLAI, 
Deputy Secretary . 


G 3037 
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Health and Labour (Municipal B ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G.O.MS. 892 / H & LD . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 23rd December 1060. 
S.R.O. No. 126 /60. - In exercise of the powers conferred by 
Section 4 of theKerala Municipal Laws (Amendment) Act, 1960 
(Act 23 of 1960 ) , the Government of Kerala hereby extend the 
term of office of the Councillors of all the municipalities in the 
State constituted under the Madras District Municipalities Act, 
1920 (Act V of 1920 ) the Travancore District Lunicipalities 
Act, 1116 ( Act XXIII of 1116 ) and the Cochin unicipal Act 
XVIII of 1113 which expires at noon on the first day of 
January 1961 upto noon on the 1st day of April 1961. 

By order of the Governor, 

V. V. JOSEPA , 
Secretary 


G. 3940 


Kerala Gazette No. 5i dated 27th December 1960. 
DART I 
Health and Labour (Municipal B ) Dopartment 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. MS. 892 / H . & LD . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 23rd December 1960 . 
S.R.O. 127/60. - Under sub -section ( 2 ) of Section 368 of the 
Madras District Municipalities Act, 1920 (Act V of 1920), and in 
supersession of the previous Notifications on the subject, the 
Government of Kerala hereby fix the first day of April , 1961 , to 
be the day on which the newly elected Councillors of the 
Badagara Municipality may come into office . 

By order of the Governor , 

V. V. JOSEPH 

Secretary . 


G. 3941 
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PART I 

Public Works Department (Transport- B ) 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 84384 /60-7 /PW . ( TB1) 

Dated , Trivandrum , 26th December 1960 . 
S. R. O.No. 128/60.-- In exercise of the powers conferred by 
Sub sections ( 1 ) and ( 2 ) of Section 44 of the Motor Vehicles 
Act, 1939 (Central Act IV of 1939) the Government of Kerala 
hereby constitute the State Transport Authority with the follow 
ing persons as Chairman , and Members respectively as shown 
against their names for a period of one year from the 29th 
December 1960. 
1. First Member, Board of Revenue - Chairman . 

(OfficialMember ) 
2. Inspector General of Police - Official Member . 
3. Chief Engineer, Buildings & Roads - Official Member , 
4. Shri U. K. Sankuany, Rani , 

Kozhikode -- Non -official Member. 
5. Shri Alexander Parambithara , 

M. L. A - Non -official Member . 

By order of theGovernor, 
K. K. RAMANKUTTY , 

Secretary . 


G. 3864 . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Public Works Department ( Transport- B ) 

NOTIFICATION . II 
No. 84384 /60-8 / PW (TB - 1.) 

Dated, Trivandrum , the 26th December 1960 , 
S. R. O. 129 /60. - In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub sections ( 1) and ( 2 ) of Section 44 of the Motor Vehiiles Act, 
1939 (Central Act IV of 1939 ) the Government of Kerala hereby 
cor stitute Regional Transport Authorities for the regions speci 
fied in column ( 1) of the schedule hereto appended to consist of 
the persons mentioned in column (2 ) thereuf, being the 
Chairman ard Members respectively as shown against their 
pames for a period of one year from 29-12-1960. 

SCHEDULE 
Name of the area for which 

the Regional Transport Names of Members . 
Authority is constituted , 

(2 ) 
TRIVANDRUM 
(Revenue District ) 1. Collector, Trivandrum 

Chairman (Official Member ) 
2. Superintendent of P. l: ce, Tri 

vandrum - Official Member. 
3. Executive Engineer, Buildings & 

Roads , Trivandrum - Official 

Member 
4. Shri R. Mohananatban Nair , 

Advoca e , Trivandrum - Non 

Official Member . 
5. Shri C. R. Das, Trivandrum 

Non -cfficial Member. 
2. QUILON 
(Revenue District) 1. Collector , Quilon - Chairman , 

(Official Member) 
2. Superintendent of Police , 

Quilon- (Official Member ) . 
3. Executive Er gineer, Buildings & 

Roads, Quilon - Official Mer 

ber. 
4. Vengal Shri P. K. Mathew , 

Thiruvella - Non- Cfficial Mem 

ber. 
5. Kalangara P. Kunjukrishnan , 

Ex - M . L. A., Quilon - Non 
Official Member . 


G. 3965 
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SCHEDULE- ( contd .) 
Name of the area for which 
tho Regional Transport 

Names of Members, 
Authority is constituted . 
( 1) 

( 2 ) 
3. ALLEPPEY 
(Revenue District) 1. Collector, Alleppey- ( Chairman ) 

Official Member . 
2. Superintendent of Police , Allep 

pey - OfficialMember . 
2. Fxecutive Engineer, Buildings & 

Roads, Alleppey - Official Mem 

ber . 
4. Siri K.P.M. Sheriff , Advocate , 

Alleppey -- Non -Official Mem 

ber . 
5. Shri G. Chidambara Iyer , 

Alle ppey , Non -Official Mem 

ber . 
4. KoTTAYAM 
(Revenue District) 1. Collector, Kottayam - (Chair 

man ) Official Member . 
2. Superintendent of Police , Kotta 

yar - Official Member . 
3. Executive Engineer , Buildings & 

Roads, Kottayam- (Official 

Member ) . 
4. Shri P.M. Joseph , Ex - M . L. A., 

Kottayam - Non -Official Mem 

ber . 
5. Shri ( T. R. Raman Pillai, Advo 

cate, Kottayam - Non -Ufficial 

Member . 
5. TRICHUR 
(Revenue District) 1. Collector , Trichur- (Chairman ) 

Official Member, 
2. Superintendent of Police , Tri 

chur - Official Member. 
3. Executive Engineer, Buildings 

and Roads, Trichur 

Othcial Member. 
4. Sbri T. P. Sitaraman , Ex -M.L.A ., 

Trichur - Non - official 

Member 
5. Shri K. Balakrishna Menon , 

M. L. A., Advocate , Wadak 
kancherry - Non - official 
Meraber, 
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SCHEDULE- ( concld . 
Name of the area for which 
the Regional Trarsport 

Names ofMembers. 
Authority is constituted . 
( 1 ) 

( 2 ) 
6. PALGHAT. 
(Revenue District) 1. Collector , Palghat- (Chairman ) 

Official Member. 
2. Superintendent of Police . 

Palghat - Official Member. 
3. Executive Engineer, buildings 

and Roads. Palghal- Ufficial 

Member 
4. Shri A. Raghuvan Nair . Advo 

cate, Perinthalmanna 

Non - official Member. 
5. Shri R. Krishnan . M. L. A., 

Non -official Member , 
7. KOZHIKODE . 
(Revenue District) 1. Collector , Kozhikode - 

( Cnairman )OfficialMember. 
2. Superintendent of Police, Kozhi 

kode - Official Merber. 
3. Executive Engineer, Buildings 

and Roads, Kozhikode - 

Official Member. 
4. Dr. C. M. Kutty . Ponoor, Kozhi 

kode - Non -officialMember . 
5. Shri James Chacko, Advocate, 

Kozhikode, Non - official 

Member 
8. CANNANORE. 
(Revenue District) 1. Collector, Cannanore 

( Chairman ) - Official 

Member. 
2. Superintendent of Police, 

Cannanore - OfficialMember, 
3. Executive Engineer, Buildings 

and Roads, Cannanore 

Official Member . 
4. Shri P.P. Lakshmanan , Cappa 

nore -Non -oth cial Mea.ber . 
5. Shri Ganesha Rao, Advocate , 

Kasaragode – Non -official 
Member 
By order of the Governor, 
K. K. RAMANKUTTY , 

Secretary 


Kerala Gazette No. 51, dated 27th December 1960 . 
PART I 
Health and Labour Department (Municipal B ) 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. Rt. 4485 . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 26th December 1960. 
S. R. O. No. 130/60.--Whereas the Government consider that 
administrative considerations require that the reconstitution of 
the Municipal Council, Changanacherry be postponed up to the 
noon of 1st March 1961 ; 

Now , therefore , in exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
section 5 of section 45 of the Travancore District Municipalities 
Act, 1116 (Act XXIII of 1116 ) the Government of Kerala hereby 
postoone the reconstitution of the Municipal Council , Changana 
cherry up to the noon of 1st day of March 1961 ; 

Under clause ( b ) of sub - section (4 ) of section 45 of the said 
Act, the Goverpment hereby direct that the Commissioner , 
Changanacherry Municipal Council for the time being, may 
exercise the powers and perform the duties of the Council, as far 
as may be, in addition to his own. 

By order of the Governor, 

V. V. JOSEPH , 
Secretary 


G. 2003 
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PART I 

Planning and Development Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 74791 -L . ii /60-3 / PL & D. 

Dated , Trivandrum , 26th December 1961. 
S. R. O.No. 131/60 .-- In exercise of the powers conferred by 
Sections 10 ( 1 ) and 21 ( 3 ) of the Madras Village Panchayats Act 
1950 (Act X of 1950 ) and in supersession of the previous rule 
fixing the term of office of mernbers and presidents of Pan 
chayats, the Government of Kerala hereby make the following 
rule the same having been previously published as requested 
by sub - section (2 ) of section 113 of the said Act. 

RULE . 
The term of office of the Members and Presidents of the 
Panchayats in the areas referred to as Malabar District in 
Section 5 (2) of the States Reorganisation Act, 1956 (Central 
Act 37 of 1956 ) which were reconstituted under the Madras 
Village Panchayats Act, 1950 (Act X of 1950 ) is fixed as the 
period ending of the afternoon of the 1st day of July 1961. 

By order of the Governor, 

A.G.MENON , 
Chief Secretary . 


G , 3970. 


y 


G.3861 


. NOTIFICATION 
No. EX -B1-35500 /60. 

Dated , Trivandrum , 19th December 1960. 
S. S. L. C. EXAMINATION , MARCH , 1961 - TIME TABLE OF EXAMINATION . 
In continuation of the Notification EX- B1.35500 /60 , dated 9-11-1960 published in the Kerala Gazette No.45 dated 15-11-1960, the 
time table for each of the s Schemes of the S. S. L. C. Examination of March 1961 is given hereunder for the information of all concerned. 
Office of the Director of Public Instruction , 

K. KRISHNAN NAIR, 
(Examinations Branch ) Trivandrum . 

Secretary , 
Board for Public Examinations. 


Day 
Thursday 


IO a.m. to 12 noon 


do . 


SECONDARY SCHOOL LEAVING CERTIFICATE EXAMINATION - MARCH 1961 - T. C. OLD SCHEME 

Time Table 
Date Time 

Subjects 
16-3-1961 

Group A Languages :-(1) Malayalam , Tamil, English Com . 

position , Sanskrit , Hebrew , Urdu , Arabic , Syriac , Latin , 
French . 

(2) Sanskrit I Paper for Sanskrit School candidates 
do . 2 p.m. to 4 p.m. 

Group B Languages :-(1) Malayalam , Tamil, English Com 

position 

(2) Sanskrit II Paper for Sanskrit School candidates 
17-3-1961 

English I Paper (2nd language ) 
do , 2 p.m.to 4 p.m. 

English ! Paper (2nd language) 
20-3-1961 

Hindi (3rd language) 

Elective Subjects 
20-3-1961 2 p.m. to 4 p.m. 

(1) Public Health , Everyday Science and Domestic Science 
(2 ) Agriculture 
(3 ) Commercial Practice 
(4 ) Drawing 
(5 ) Book - keeping 


10 a.m. to r2 noon 


Friday 

do. 
Monday 


10 a.m. to 12 noon 


Monday 


Day Date Time 

Subjects 
Monday 20-3-1961 2 p.m. to 3 p.m. 

(6) Domestic Science (Theory) 
(7 ) Printing Technology (Theory) 
(8) Electric Wireman s Course (Theory) 

(9 ) Carpentry and Wood Work (Theory) 
do. 

do . 2 p.m. to 4 p.m. 

(10 ) Sanskrit III Paper for Sanskrit School Candidates 
do. 

do . 2 p.m. to 3 p.m. 

(11) Indian or European Music (Theory) 
do . 

do. 2 p.m. to 3.25 p.m. 

(12) Shorthand — I Paper 
do . 

do . 3.45 P.m. to 4-3 ° p.m. 

Shor hand- II Paper 
do . 

do . 2 p.m. to 5 p.m. 

(13 ) Needlework (Theory , & Practice ) 
Tuesday 21-3-1961 10a.m. to 12 noon 

History & Civics 
do . 

do . 2 P.m. to 4 p.m. 

Geography 
Wednesday 22-3-1961 

Io a.m. to 12 noon 

Elementary Science-- I Paper 
do . 

do . 2 p.m. to 4 p.m. 

Elementary Science— Paper 
Thursday 23-3-1961 10a.m. to 12 noon 

Elementary Mathematics - 1 Paper 
do . 

do. 2 p.m. to 4 p.m. 

Elementary Mathematics - Paper 
24-3-1961 9 a.m. 

Typewriting begins 
N. B .--Programme for Practical Examination in Domestic . Science, Printing Technology , Electric Wireman s Course, Music and Car. 
pentry and Woodworks will be announced later. 

(Standard Tirse should be followed .) 


Friday 


S. S. L. C. EXAMINATION , MARCH 1961- (MALABAR AND KASARGODE AREAS) 1948 MADRAS SCHEME 


Time Table 


Date 


Paper II 


Day 
Thursday 

do . 
Friday 


16-3-1961 

do . 
17-3-1961 


do . 
Monday 

do . 
Tuesday 
Wednesday 

do . 


do . 
20-3-1961 

do . 
*** 11-3-1961 

22-3-1961 

do. 


Academic Course : 
Time 

Subjects 
10 a.m.to 12.30 p.m .. !!! Regional Language -- I Language - Part I, Paper ! 
2 p.m. to 4 p.m. 

do . 

do . 
10a.m.to 12.30 p.m. I Language - Part II (Intensive or Non -intensive or Classical of 

Foreign Language ) 
2 p.m. to 4 p.m. 

III Language - Hindi or Sanskrit (Optional) 
10 a.m. to 12.30 p.m 

.; English I Paper 
2 to 4 P.in. 

English II Paper 
10a.m. to 12.45 p.m. 

General Mathematics or Composite Mathematics 
10 a.m. to 12.45.p.m. 

GeneralScience 
2 p.m. to 4.45 p.m. 

Social Studies 

Bifurcated Course 
10a.m. to 12.30 p.m. 

Commercial Arithmetic 
2 p.m. to 4.30 p.m. 

Drafting and Precis-writing 

Shorthand I Paper (Speed Test) 
10a.m. to 10,10a.m . 

Dictation 
10.15a.m , to 12 noon 

Transcription 
? p.m . to 3.30 p.m .. 

Shorthand Il Paper (Principles) 
10a.m. to 12.30 p.m. 

(1) Commercial Practice, (2) Agriculture (Theory ) 
2 p.m.to.3.15 p... 

Elementary Science for Agriculture 
2 p.m , to 4.30 p.m .. 

Book-keeping 
roa.in. to 12.30 p.m. Engincering i l aper ( Science ) 
2 p.in , to 4.30 p.m. 

Engineering II Paper (Applied Science ) 


Thursday 

do . 


10a.m. to 12 noon 


Friday 


23-3-1961 

do . 
24-3-1961 

do . 
do . 

do . 
27-3-1961 

do . 

do .. 
28-3-1961 

do . 


do . 
do . 

do . 
Monday 

do . 

do . 
Tuesday , 

do . 


.. 


Dos 


Date 


Tiệc 


Subject: 


Wednesday :9-3-1961 10 a.m. to 12.30 p.m. 

Engineering 11 Paper (Drawing) 
do . 

do . 

1.30 p.m.to 3.30 p.m. Teaching Practice - I Paper 
o . 

do . 3.45 p.m. to 4.45 p.m. 

Tcaching Practice- II Paper 
Thursday 30-3-1960 to a.m. to 10.10 a.m. 

Typewriting — I Paper (Speed ) 
do . 

do . 10.15 a.m. to 12 noon 

Typewriting - II Paper 
Monday 3-4-1961 10 a.m.to 12.30 p.m. 

Domestic Science under Part II 
do . 

do . 10 a.m.to 12.30 p.m. 

Domestic Science under Part III 
do . 

do . ? P.m . to sp.m. 

Domestic Science under Part III (Practical Needle Craft ). 
do . 

do . 2 P.m. to sp.m. 

Dancing under Part III 
Tuesday 

4-4-1961 to a.m. to i 2 noon 

Drawing under Part II 
do . 

do . 10 a.m. to 12.3 ° P.m. 

Drawing under Part III 
do . 

do . 2 p.m. to 4 P.m. 

Painting under Part II 
do . 

do . 2 p.m. to 4.30 p.m. 

Painting under Part III 
do . 

do . 2 p.m. to sp.m. 

Music under Part III 
Nots.- An interval of 15 minutes is allowed between Part I & II of the Paper 


(Standard Time should be followed.) 
( In subjocts involving practical tests, programme will be announced later) . 
S. S. L. C. EXAMINATION MARCH , 1961- (UNIFIED SCHEME) 

Time Table 


Thursday 

do . 


16-3-1961 

do . 
17-3-1961 

do . 


10a.m. to 12 noon 
2 p.m. to 4 P.m. 
roa.m. to 12 noon 
? p.m . to 4 p.m. 


Compulsory III Language, Hindi 
General Science 
Compulsory II Language, English I Paper 
English Il Paper 


Friday 


do . 


Monday 


20-3-1961 


do . 
Tuesday 


do . 
21-3-1961 


do. 


do . 


10a.m. to 12.30 p.m. 

Optional i Language - Malayalam , Tamil, Sanskrit , Hladi, 

French , Arabic, Latin , Syriac, Hebrew , Urdu , Germaa , 

Kannada , English . 
2 P.m. to + P.m. 

GeneralMathematics 
to a.m. to 12.30 P.m. Compulsory Ist Language-- Malayalam , Tamil, Sanskrit , Hindi, 

Kannada , English 
2 p.m. to 4 p.m. 

Social Studies 

Group D - Electives 
10a.m. to 12.30 p.m. 

(1) Language other than Hindi 

(2) Workshop Technology (Woodwork and Metal work ) 
2 P.m. to 4.30 p.m. 

(1) History 

(2) Elements of Electrical Engineering 
10 a.m. to 12.30 P.m. 

(1) Geography 
(2) Geometrical and Machine Drawing & Sketching 
(3 ) Conimercial Geography 


Wednesday 


22-3-1960 


do . 


do . 


Thursday 


23-3-1961 


Thursday 


23-3-1961 


Friday 


24-3-1960 


Unified Scheme (Contd .) 
2 p.m.to 4.30 p.m. 

(1) Elements of Economics and Civics 

(2) Elements of Mechanical Engineering 
10 a.m. to 12:30 p.m. 

(1 ) Physics 
(2) Printing and Book-binding 

(3) Horticulture and Gardening 
2 p.m. to 4.30 p.m. 

(1) Chemistry 

(2) Manufacture of Yarn and Cloth (Power ) 
10 a.m. to 12.30 p.m. 

(1 ) Biology 
(2 ) Hand Spinning and Weaving and Bleaching and Dyeler 


do . 


do . 


Monday 


27-3-1961 


Day 
Mondły 


Date Timc 

Subjects 
27-3-1961 2 p.m. to 4.30 p.m. 

(1) Elements of Psychology and Logic 

(2 ) Agricultural Chemistry & Botany 
Tuesday 28-3-1961 to a.m. to 12.30 p.m. 

( 1) Commercial Practice 
(2) Home Economics, Household Management, Nutridon and 

Cookery 
do . 

do . : p.m . to 4:30 p.m. 

(1) General Agriculture 

(2 ) Mother Craft, etc. 
Wednesday 29-3-1961 10 a.m.to 12.30 p.m. 

(1 ) History of Art 

(2) Tailoring and Outfitting etc. 
do. 

do . 2 p.mn : to 4:30 p.m. 

(1) Book -keeping 
(2 ) Dancing (Theory) 
(3 ) Animal Husbandry 

( ) Painting (Theory) 
Thursday 30-3-1961 10 a.m.to 12.30 p.m. 

Drawing and Designing 
do . 

do . 

10a.m. to 10.15 a.m. Typewriting 
do . 

do . 

10.2o a.m. to 11.50a.m. Typewriting 11 
do. 

do . 2 p.m.to 4:30 p.m. 

Music (Theory) 
Monday 

3-4-1961 10a.m. to 12.30 p.m. 

( 1 ) Domestic Science 

(2 ) Elements of Building Construction 
do . 

do . 2 p.m.to 4.30 p.m. 

(1 ) Mathematics 
(2 ) Radio Engineering 

(3) Modelling (Theory ) 
Tuesday 

4-4-1961 10 a.m. to 12.30 p.m. 

Elective Hindi 
Wednesday 5-4-196 ! 10 a.m. to 12,30 p.m , 

Elements of Physiology & Hygine 
do , .do. 2 p.m. to 3.3 . p.m. 

Shorthand I 
do. 

do . 3.40 p.m. to 4.40 P.m. 

Shorthand II 
N. B. - Tho programme for Practical tests in painting, Modelling, Music and Dancing will be announced later. 

(Standard Time should be followed ) 


S. S. L. C. EXAMINATION OF MARCH 1961 (ACADEMIC COURSE ) KERALA 

Time Table 


Day 


Date 


Time 


Subjects 


Thursday 


16-3-1961 


TO a.m. to 12 noon 


dio . 


do. 


2 p...to 4 p.in 


(Part A Regional Language or Mother tongue) or Optional 

I Language --Malayalam , Tamil, Sanskrit for Academic and 
Sanskrit Schools, Hindi, French , Arabic, Latin , Syriac, Hebrew , 

Urdu, German , Kannada, English . 
Arabic I Paper for Arabic Schools 
(Part B Regional Language or Mother tongue) or Compubory 

I Language -- Malayalam , Tamil, Sanskrit for Sanskrit School , 
Hindi, Kannada , English (For English Medium pupils only ) 

Arabic II Paper for Arabic Schools 
Compulsory III Language - Hindi 
General Science 
English I Paper 
English II Paper 
Social Studies 
General Mathematics 


Friday 


17-3-1961 

10 a.m. to 12 noon 
do. 

do . 

2 P.m. to 4 p.m. 
Monday 20-3-1961 

to a.m. to 12 noon 
do . 

do . 

2 p.m. to 4 p.m. 
Tuesday 21-3-1961 

10a.m. tor 2 noon 
do . 

do . 

2 p.m. to 4 p.m. 
Note -- (Stopdard Time should be followed ) 


S. S. L. C. EXAMINATION OF MARCH 1961- (DIVERSIFIED COURSE ), KERALA 

Time Table 


Thurschy 


16-3-1962 


10a.m. to 12 nooo 


Regional Language or Mother tongue (Optional First Language) 

Malayalam , Tamil, Kannada, urdu, Hindi, Sanskrit, Frescb. 
Arabic , Latin , Helurow , Syriac, German, English . 


Day 
Thursday 
Friday 

do. 
Monday 

do. 
Tuesday 


Date 
16-3-1961 
17-3-1961 

Jo. 
20-3-1961 

do. 
21-3-1961 


Time 
2 p.m.to 4 p.m. 
To a.m. to 12 noon 

2 p.m. to 4p.m. 
10 a.m. to 12 noon 

2 p.m. to 4 p.m. 
10a.m. to I2 NOOD 


do . 


do . 


2 P.m. to 4 p.m. 


Wednesday 


22-3-1961 


10a.m. to 12 noon 


Subjects 
General Science 
Compulsory III Language--Hindi 
English (Compulsory II Language) 
Social Studies 
General and Composite Mathematics 
(1 ) Geometrical and Machine Drawing and Sketching 
(2 ) Commercial Practice 
(3) General Agriculture 
(1) History of Art 
(2) Home Economics, Household Management, Textile clothing 

and Laundry (Theory) 
(1) Workshop Technology (Woodwork and Metal work ). 
(2) Book -keeping 
(1) Animal Husbandry 
(2) Drawing and Painting (Theory) 
(1) Elements of Mechanical and Electrical Engineering 
(2 ) Commercial Geography 
(3 ) Elements of Economics and Civics 
Horticulture and Gardening 
Nutrition and Cookery (Theory) 
Elements of Building Construction 
Shorthand I 
Shorthand 11 
(1 ) Modelling ( Theory) 
(2) Mother Craft and Child Care and Home Nursing 
(1) Radio Engineering 
(2 ) Music ( Theory ) 


OC 


do . 


do. 


do . 


2 p.m.to 4 p.m. 


Thursday 


23-3-1961 


To a.m. to 12 noor 


do . 


do . 
Friday 

do . 
do . 

do . 
Monday 


24-3-1961 

do . 
do . 

do . 
27-3-1961 


2 P.m. to 4 P.m. 
roa.m. to 12 noon 
2.p.m. to 4 p.m. 
2 p.m. to 3.25 p.m. 
3.30 p.m.to 5 p.m. 
10 a.m. to 12 noon 


do . 


do . 


2 p.m. to 4 P.m. 


Tuesday 


G. 
3861 


de . 


28-3-1961 10 2.m. to 10.15 a.m. 

Typewriting 
do . 

10.20 a.m. to 11.50 2.m. 

Typewriting II 
Note.-- Chief Superintendents are competunt to alter the time depending upon the No. of batches in which the candidates will be 

examined on the same day 
Tuesday 28-3-1961 2 p.m. to 4 p.m. 

(1) Printing and Book Binding 

(2) Agricultural Biology and Chemistry 
Wednesday 29-3-1961 

Tailoring and Outfitting , including Needlework and Embroidery 
do . 

do . 2 p.mi, to 4 p.m. 

Dancing or Bharathanatya . (Theory) 


10a.m. to 12 noon 


N. B.- Progranmme for practical tests in Drawing and Painting, Modelling, Music , Daneing or Bharathanatya , Hone Economics,House 

hold Management, Textile Clothing and Laundry and Nutrition and Cookery will be announced later. 


( Standard Time should be followed ) 


Kerala Gazette No. 51 dated 27th December 1960 . 
PART III 

NOTIFICATION 
No. Ex- C4-46219 / 60 . 

19th December 1960 . 
The Preliminary and Final Examination of the Diploma in 
Shorthand and Typewriting will be conducted at the Diploma 
Course Institute, Palace Buildings , Fort, Trivandrum as per the 
time-table given below : 

Forms of applications for admission to the Examination will 
be obtained from the Chief Lecturer and Superintendent 
Diploma Course in Shorthand and Typewriting, Palace Buildings, 
Fort, Trivandrum . 

Only candidates who have undergone the prescribed course 
of study in the Diplomawill be eligible to appear for the exa 
mination . 
... Applications for admission to the examination together with 
the Treasury receipt must be forwarded to the Secretary, Board 
for Public Examinations, Office of the Director of Public Instruc 
tion , Trivandrum so as to reach him on or before 20th January 
1961. Applications received after 20th January 1961 will be 
summarily rejected. 

The fee for the Preliminary Examination is Rs. 10 and for 
the Final Examination is Rs. 15. The amount shouid be remitted 
in a Government Treasury under the Head of AccountXXVI 
E. C. (1 ) and the chalan in original should be forwarded along 
with the application. The fee once paid will in no circumstances 
be refunded or held over for a subsequent examination . 
Time Table for the Diploma Examination in Shorthand and 

Typewriting, February 1961. 
PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION , 

Shorthand 
20-2-1961 I Paper 9 a.m.to 9-10 a . m . Dictation . 
Monday 9-15 a.m. to 10-45 a.m. Transcription 

of note . 
II Paper 2-30 p . m . to 5 p . m . 

Typewriting 
( The examination will be held in 2 batches) 

I BA:: сн 
21-2-1961 I Paper 9 a . m . to 9-15 a . m . Speed test. 
Tuesday II Paper 

9-30 a . m . to 11 a . m . 

II BATcн . 
I Paper 

12 Noon to 12-15 p . m . Speed test . 
II Paper 12-30 p . m . to 2 p . m . 
G3907 
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FINAL EXAMINATION 

Shorthand 
22-2-1961 I Paper 

2-30 p . m . to 2-40p.m . " Dictation . 
Wednesday 2-45 p . m . to 4-45 p . m . Transcription 

of notes. 
23-2-1961 II Paper 

9 a . m . 

Dictation of 
Thursday 

passage for 
elaboration 
(the elabora 
tion will last 
for a maxi 
mum of six 

minutes ) . 
9-15 a . m . to 11-15 a . m . Elaboration of 

notes . 
III Paper 2-30 p . m . to 2-40 p . m . Dictation of 

passage for 
condensa 

tion 
2-45 p . m . to 5-45 p.m. Condensation 

and Theory 

test. 
Typewriting ) 
( The Examination will be held in two batches) . 

I BATCH 
24.2.1961 I Paper 9 a . m . to 9-15 a . m . Speed test. 
Friday II Paper 9-30 a.m. to 11-30 a . m . 

II BATCH 
I Paper 12 Noon to 12-15 p . m . Speed test. 

II Paper 12-30. p . m , to 2-30 p . m . 
25-2-1961 Oral and Practical Examination commences at 
Saturday 

10 a . i . 

Instructions to Candidates 
Candidates for the Examination are required to observe the 
following instructions very carefully : 

1. Strict silence should be maintained in the examination 
room . 

2. Candidates are expected to be at the examination hall at 
least ten minutes before the time fixed for the commencement of 
The Examination and on to account will late comers be admitted 
to any examination . Candidates who are undoubtedly suffering 
from inſectious diseases of any kind will not be admitted. 
Candidates should bring with them to the examination hall each 
day of the examination their hall tickets for inspection by the 
Chief Superintendent, 


$ 


3. Those candidates who wish to transcribe their Shorthand 
notes on typewriter should bring their own machines for the 
purpose. Such candidates should intiniate this fact to the Chief 
Superintendent of the Examination at least half an hour before 
the tirne fixed for the commencement of the Examination . No 
extra timewill be allowed on this account and the Department 
does not take any responsibility if the machine goes out of order. 

4. Candidates for Typewriting Examinations are strictly 
told not to write any thing on the question papers. Calculations 
or any other points they wish to note must be written on the 
blank sheets supplied to them and such sheets as well as carbon 
paper and other stationery articles such a pencil, eraser, etc., 
should be left on the table . Candidates are strictly warned not 
to takemore carbon copies than what is required of them in the 
question paper . 

5. Any mechanical defect observed in the Typewriter 
during the examination should be immediately brought to the 
notice of the Superintendent. The candidate will be supplied 
with another typewriter for the rest of the examination if the 
defect could not be rectified on the spot. No extra time will be 
given to compensate for the loss of time while the machine is out 
of order and is being put right. Candidates for Typewriting 
Examinations (Preliminary and Final) will be examined in two 
batches. The second batch of candidates for the examinations 
should report themselves to the Chief Superintendents not less 
than half an hour before the commencement of the examination 
for the second batch of candidates. 

Candidates appearing for the examination privately should 
bring their own Typewriters for the Typewriting Examination . 

6. Candidates are expected to read carefully the instructions 
if any on the question papers and on the cover page of the answer 
papers. 

7. Candidates are prohibited from writing upon their hall 
ticket or question paper . They are also prohibited from writing 
their names on any part of their answer books. 

Candidates should write their Register Numbers very 
distinctly in the space provided for the purpose on the outer 
cover of the answer book . They are strictly prohibited from 
writing their Register Numbers on any other page of their 
answer books. Violation of the rule may involve the rejection of 
answer paper. 

8. Candidates are forbidden to ask questions of any kind 
during the examination . They are not allowed to borrow any 
kind ofappliances like pencils , rubber , etc., from their neighbours. 
They are further forbidden to communicate with the Examiners; 
should they do so, their answer will not be valued and their 
conduct will be reported to the Director for disciplinary action . 

Candidates are strictly prohibitd from smoking in the 
exmination room . 

9. Candidates are prohibited from introducing into the 
examinalion room any book or portion of a book , slate manuscript 


or paper of any description , from communicating with or copying 
from each other, and from communicating with any person out 
side the examination room . 

Any candidate detected in the 
violation of these rules will be sentout of the room forthwith and 
bis conduct will be reported to the Director. 

10. Candidates are required to provide themselves with 
their own pens, Candidates may bring into the examination ball 
their own ink bottles. They must however , use only black ink 
while answering their question papers. 

11. When cap didates have finished writing their answers 
and wish to give up their answer books, or at the end of the 
period prescribed for each particular part of the examination 
each should stand up in his place and remain standing until one 
of the Superintendents has gone up to him and has received his 
answer book from him . Candidates for Typewriting Examina 
tion - Batch I who complete answering the paper before the time 
prescribed for that paper, should remain in his seat, if required 
by the Chief Superintendent to do so , till the time allowed for 
that paper is over. 

12. Communication to the Director from candidates request 
ing information relating to the results of examination will not 
receive attention until after the publication of the results in the 
Kerala Gazette. 

13. Candidates must obtain their hall tickets from the Chief 
Lecturer and Superintendent, Diploma Course in Shorthand and 
Typewriting. Trivandrum during the three days previous to the 
commencement of the Examination . 
Office of the Director of 

K. KRISHNAN NAIR , 
Public Instruction . 

Secretary , 
(Examinations Branch ) , Bcard for Public Examinations. 

Trivandrum . 


